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Frederick Blake Payne, of New York.

Charles Rosenbaum, of Colorado.

Miss Frances E. Willls, Ambassador Ex-
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Norway.

CONFIRMATION
Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate June 15, 1960:
INDIAN CLAIMS COMMISSION

T. Harold Scott, of Colorado, to he Asso-
ciate Commissioner of the Indian Claims
Commission.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 15, 1960

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

II Corinthians 4: 11: That the life of
Jesus may be manifested in our mortal
flesh.

Most merciful and gracious God, with
eager and earnest hearts we are invoking
Thy blessing and dedicating ourselves
anew unto Thee through the merits and
mediations of our Lord and Saviour.

May the spirit of the lowly Man of
Galilee, His love, His faith, His humility,
His compassion be incarnated in us and
become the sovereign and supreme real-
ity in the mind and heart of humanity.

We humbly acknowledge that we so
frequently fail to embody and express His
spirit and do not make vivid and vital
the beauty of His life which our charac-
ter and conduct should reveal.

Grant that in these troublous and
bewildered times we may manifest the
influence that His spirit has upon us and
have the courage to make greater trial of
His way of life, trusting Thee as He did,
loving our fellow men and seeking their
welfare as He always did.

To Thy name we ascribe all the praise.
Amen,

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday was read and approved.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 132]
Barden Green, Oreg. Powell
Bentley Holifleld Rivers, 5.C.
Blatnik Jensen Short
Buckley Kearns Steed
Burdick Loser Taber
Carnahan Mitchell Taylor
Durham Morris, Okla. Teller
Fisher Moulder
Gray Patman
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The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 406
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

SALARY INCREASES FOR POSTAL
AND OTHER FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. THOMPSON].

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to the unanimous-
consent agreements of June 8 and 9,
1960, and clause 4, rule XXVII, I call up
motion No. 6, to discharge the Commit-
tee on Rules from the further considera-
tion of House Resolution 537, providing
for the consideration of the bill H.R.
9883, to adjust the rates of basic com-
pensation of certain officers and em-
ployees of the Federal Government, and

for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman
sign the petition?

Mr, THOMPSON of Louisiana. I did,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAEER. The Clerk will re-
port the title of the resolution.

The Clerk read the title of the
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. THOMP-
soN1 is recognized for 10 minutes; and
if the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
ReEees] desires time, he will be recognized
for 10 minutes. *

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I merely want to thank all
Members on both sides of the aisle for
having given consideration to the dis-
charge petition. The petition is en-
tirely within the bounds of the rules of
the House. It is not uncommon that
such a petition be passed by this body.
It is a matter of great urgency that this
matter be disposed of at the earliest
possible moment.

‘We all know this is going to be a short
session. We know, other than over this
route that we have taken, that the Mem-
bers have so graciously helped with, that
these long-suffering people, these Fed-
eral employees, would not have been
given the relief to which they are
entitled.

I want to thank the members of the
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service for having taken up and, in their
own judgment, done what should be
done to dispose of this matter satisfac-
torily. I do hope that we will vote on
this in the shortest possible time, and
that the House will give favorable con-
sideration to the measure so that the
other body may act upon it at the
earliest date.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. Gross].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HALLECEK. I understood the gen-
tleman from EKansas yielded 5 minutes
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to the gentleman from Iowa. Would
that be within his rights?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Jowa is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Iowa yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. GROSS. I yield for that purpose,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. The
gentleman from Louisiana particularly
wishes to know if he can still yield his
remaining 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has
control of the remaining time.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I have
been in Congress some 12 years and I do
not recall at any time such highhanded
action on the part of a committee as that
demonstrated this morning in the House
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice when the Morrison amendment was
offered and adopted.

The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
MorrisoN] offered an amendment that
makes drastic changes in the pending
pay bill. Do not labor under the illusion
that the amendment will provide the
same bill to which you affixed your sig-
natures on the discharge petition, even
with the percentage figure changed from
9 to 7% percent, because this is not the
case. But let the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. Morrison], who railroaded
what amounts to a new bill through the
committee, explain the details if he can.

He offered his amendment and then
immediately moved the previous ques-
tion. There was no copy of his bill in
my possession in the committee room
and it was not until 12:30 that copies
were made available on the House floor.
This is the first opportunity I have had
to read the amendment. There was no
explanation whatsoever in the commit-
tee until after the vote had been taken
which adopted the amendment. Then
out of the goodness of the hearts of the
majority, members were permitted to ask
a few questions.

I reiterate that I have never wit-
nessed more highhanded action on the
part of a committee, especially in deal-
ing with a $700 million bill, and if I am
reelected to the next Congress and go
back on the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service next year I will remem-
ber the treatment accorded to some of
us today. This method of operation in
a committee of Congress is wrong and it
is intolerable. It is injurious to the
public welfare and does violence to or-
derly and sane procedure.

Mr. REES of Eansas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Was the
action taken today acceptable to the
lobby that put across the signing of the
discharge petition?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I have heard no
complaint from the lobby so far.
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is if
acceptable to them now?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I did not ask
them. They are not so far away, if the
gentleman wants to make inquiry.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is one of
the biggest pieces of legislative manipu-
lation I have seen in a long while. The
Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service held rather long hearings on a
proposal whereby certain employees, the
greater segment of them in the postal
service, if that bill were passed would
get about 23 percent. The others would
have received from 16 to 15, to 14, down
to 10 percent.

The committee held these hearings for
quite a while, for several weeks. As a
matter of fact, finally, when they closed
the doors and considered the matter in
executive session, the committee all at
once decided by a majority vote to strike
out the whole bill and just say in sub-
stance “give every employee in the Gov-
ernment a 9-percent increase in salary
except for a $350 minimum for postal and
classified workers.” That means every-
body. It means the folks who work in
your office who work on Capitol Hill.
If you can find me a Government em-
ployee who is not included in the bill,
let me know because the chairman him-
self when I asked him whether certain
groups were in the bill, said that he was
not sure and he said, “If they are not in,
we will put them in.” They took care
of that. So, as I said a moment ago,
there is a 9-percent increase for every-
body. Just last Monday, the day before
yesterday, I was informed of a meeting
of the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service to consider an amendment to the
bill because, as you know, this bill does
not come in in the regular way. It
comes to the floor of the House by a peti-
tion which, of course, Members have a
right to do and 219 of them signed that
petition and said that they wanted this
bill considered. So last Monday a meet-
ing was called, or ordered by our chair-
man to consider, and of course not in
writing, a proposed increase to employees
of 9 percent or to reduce the 9 percent to
7% percent. So just a while ago, at 11
o'clock, they came up with the commit-
tee print on H.R. 9883 to be offered as a
substitute. So this morning the substi-
tute was approved by the committee. I
have not had time to read it all. Ireada
part of it. I tried to get the chairman to
read it to us, but there was not the time.
So we got around to it and looked the
thing over. It may be agreeable to all
of you—I do not know. But, the com-
mittee changed the 9 percent to 7' per-
cent and leaving the bulk of postal em-
ployees at a little over 8 percent. Then
they put in a few extra pieces of legis-
lation. We put in about four or five new
employees in the service in the higher
grades. When you get through with this
bill, you are going to spend something
over $700 million. You are going to get
to vote on it up or down, and that is all.
If you want it—take it. You cannot
amend it at all under the rule.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REES of Kansas.
gentleman from Illinois.

I yield to the
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Mr. ARENDS. Does the committee
action this morning do more than
change the 9 percent to 7% percent?

Mr. REES of Kansas. Oh, yes; I
think, perhaps, the author of the bill
can explain that.

Mr. ARENDS. Certainly, we are en-
titled to know and we should know what
is in the committee amendment. I hope
the gentleman who is offering the com-
mittee amendment, although he has
over the past weeks changed his posi-
tion many times, will tell us what is in
the committee amendment.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Speaking of
changing positions, I can also tell you
we did not get to vote on the first bill
introduced at all when the committee
first met in executive session. We did
not even discuss the contents of the
original bill. The thing was all stricken
out except the enacting clause and we
wrote a new measure providing for 9
percent across the board.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REES of Kansas.
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I wonder if it is not
true that the statement made by the
gentleman from Illinois expresses a de-
sire and a right of the House of Repre-
sentatives, which was denied to the
members of the committee this morn-
ing, namely, the right to know what was
in the amendment.

Mr. REES of Kansas. We tried to
find that out and it was voted down.
We did not get to find out what was in
the bill except in a general way. There
are a good many changes, and I hope
when the time comes the distinguished
Member, the gentleman from Louisiana,
the chairman, will fully explain the bill.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr., THOMPSON of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Myr. MoRRrRISON].

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, since
some remarks at the outset today were
directed at me, I wish to state that this
legislation was very carefully considered
by our full committee for over 6 weeks.
We took all due and deliberate time to
work out just about every detail that any
Member wanted to bring up concerning
this bill. We finally reported out a bill
providing increases of approximately 9
percent across the board with a $350 an-
nual minimum for postal and classified
employees. That the bill as reported out
was the one subject to the discharge pe-
tition. The committee voted by a yea-
and-nay vote, and I believe that vote
was 17 to 5 when it was voted out of our
committee, The discharge petition car-
ried 219 signatures.

A committee meeting was scheduled
for today at 11 o’clock. I suggested to
the chairman that perhaps it would be
better to meet at 10, for I wanted to dis-
cuss my amendment fully. I gave the
chairman of our committee a copy of my
amendment last night, approximately an
hour after I had completed it. In the
2 hours of general debate that will be
allowed for the consideration of this bill
we will discuss it very thoroughly.

At the committee meeting this morn-
ing time left, after discussing parliamen-

I yield to the
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tary procedure, was too short to allow an
adequate discussion of the details of my
amendment.

In effect this is what the amendment
does, and I will be glad to explain it fully
to the membership when we go into de-
bate on it. The amendment that was
offered in effect changes the amount of
the general increases from 9 percent
across the board to approximately 7'z
percent across the board with $5 a year
added for each step of the first six postal
field service salary levels.

This bill was voted out by a yea-and-
nay vote by our committee this morning.
My amendment for 7' percent was
voted by a clear-cut majority of 17 to 4,
and the committee worked its will. I am
sorry the committee did not have more
time to allow me to explain it in detail.
Frankly, I think this 715 percent, taking
everything into consideration, is a good,
fair, and moderate pay raise that is cer-
tainly justified. That the majority of
the membership of the House feels that
way is evidenced by the fact that 219
Members affixed their names to the
discharge petition. They want this bill
to come to the floor for debate and to be
voted on. I can assure the membership
that the full membership of the House
Committee on the Post Office and Civil
Service did vote on this. They voted on
several other motions and they tabled
several other amendments. During the
whole time I have been here, and, as far
as I can ascertain from the beginning of
the proceedings of the House, the same
rule of the will of the majority has pre-
vailed. The overwhelming majority of
our committee voted that they want this
amendment for a 7'4-percent, across-
the-board increase.

Mrs. BLITCH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Georgia.

Mrs. BLITCH. The gentleman has ex-
plained what the lowest salaried em-
ployee would obtain under this bill; will
he please tell us what the highest sal-
aried employee will obtain under this
bill?

Mr. MORRISON, It will be a Tl2-per-
cent, across-the-board increase with a
maximum of $18,500 for the top classi-
fied salary.

Mrs. BLITCH. Has the gentleman fig-
ured out the number? I cannot make
mathematical calculations that quickly.

Mr. MORRISON. I do not know the
number of supergrades we have in the
Government, but I will be glad to get it
for the gentlewoman. This amendment,
in essence, is a straight 7.5 percent
across-the-board increase, offered as a
substitute for the 9 percent pay raise bill
which is the subject of the discharge
petition.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr, Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Jongs].

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I do not know what is in this new bill
which is to be offered as a committee
amendment, but I am going to talk on
the bill that was on the discharge peti-
tion and which was the only thing before
us up until this hour.

Myr. Speaker, if for no other reason—
and there are many—this bill should be
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recommitted to the committee for the
elimination of that portion which ap-
plies to legislative employees.

If there is any group of employees
either in or out of Government who are
on the whole adequately compensated, it
is the employees of Congress, and if
there is any place—and again there are
many—where there should be selectivity
rather than an across-the-board in-
crease, it is among the employees who
serve Congress.

I think most Members of Congress are
aware, and certainly all of us should be
aware of the complicated formula un-
der which the salaries of most of our em-
ployees are computed, and this in itself
subjects Congress to criticism, if not
ridicule. The very idea of starting with
a base salary which has been increased
by various and sundry devices not less
than eight different times, employing flat
increases, percentage increases, all pred-
icated upon the gross rather than the
base salary, lends itself to a charge of
finagling, and there is every basis for
the criticism that Congress is trying to
confuse, if not mislead, the public in
the operation of the legislative branch of
the Government. Any further percent-
age increase would only tend to increase
the inequities which now exist.

The very fact that literally hundreds
of employees are kept on the payroll,
some at substantial salaries, while Con-
gress is not in session and while there
are no duties to be performed by many
of these employees, is to me a convinc-
ing argument that these employees are
in an entirely different status from other
Government employees.

In the case of employees in congres-
sional offices, as all of you are aware, the
pay cannot only be adjusted up or down
by the Member, but the employment can
even be terminated without notice. The
fact that the total amount which can be
spent for secretarial and clerical hire in
the office of each Member is predicated
on the so-called base salaries, is, to say
tH® least, most misleading, and I doubt
if there is a Member on this floor today
who can tell you both the base and gross
salary being paid to the employees in
his own office, without referring to the
Rube Goldberg formula under which
these salaries are computed.

I realize there are many Members who
assume the attitude that it is no one’s
business how we operate the business of
Congress, but I would remind you that
it is the same taxpayers' dollars that we
spend here that we appropriate for other
branches of our Government. Econ-
omy, efficiency, and, above all, fiscal re-
sponsibility should begin here—right
here in this House today. Oh, I know
someone will attempt to justify his action
by what the other body does, and I hear
the old song that the public does not get
to see the records in the other body. We
are responsible for what happens here in
the House of Representatives, and it is
tll?lle that we begin to meet this responsi-
bility.

It will be interesting to hear how some
Members will attempt to justify their
vote on a bill which will add thousands
of dollars to the cost of operating the
House of Representatives, when instead

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

we should be taking steps to reduce the
expenses which could be done at a sav-
ings at not less than $5 million a year
right here in this body, without affecting
the efficiency one iota, and I might add
without disrupting any of the practices
of an overwhelming majority of the
Members of this body.

Many Members have told me that they
were not aware that this bill applied to
legislative employees. I would say to
them that before you vote for this bill
you had better find out what all it does
include. Other Members have told me
that they felt confident that the bill
would be vetoed. To me, that is all the
more reason why this bill should be re-
committed. If we are honest in our
desire to provide pay increases where
they are justified, let the committee bring
out a realistic bill which can be sup-
ported enthusiastically and which the
President will have no reason to veto.
1, too, believe this bill will be vetoed, and
I believe the veto would justifiably be
sustained, and that is just another rea-
son why I will not vote for it.

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana.
Speaker, I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I must disagree with the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. JonEs]
and others who are not inclined to favor
this increase in salary. I think the ma-
jority of this House believes that this in-
crease is justified.

I might also say to the gentleman
from Missouri that it is entirely within
his discretion what salary he gives his
employees. If his employees are not
worth the salary they are getting, cer-
tainly he should pay them commensurate
with the work they do.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. That does not
apply to employees of committees or
other employees of the House.

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. The
chairmen of committees can set the sal-
ary of committee employees. I say that
the people who work in Washington, on
the Hill, especially, are the lowest paid
employees considering what they do. I
am not going to kid myself at all. I de-
pend upon my very competent staff, and
I do not believe we could accomplish 50
percent of our work if it were not for the
faithful employees we have.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I agree with
the gentleman that we do have many
faithful employees; but I have two em-
ployees in my office who will do more
work than five employees in many other
offices.

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. Would
the gentleman care to name one?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Name one
what?

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. One
other office where five employees would
not do as much as your two.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I am not go-
ing to call names. I am not frying to
tell what other people do. I know you
have certain opportunities. I have the
opportunity to pay the employees what
I think they are worth, and I do it, and I
am not ashamed of the salaries they
are paid.

Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana. Mr.
Speaker, I may say in closing that I
have been in the public service for 26

Mr.
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years. I have known what it is to live
on wages that are much lower than the
industrial wages paid during times of
inflation. I know that these people suf-
fer great hardships and they could get
better jobs on many occasions, but they
have seen fit to stay with the Govern-
ment because they are loyal employees
who recognize their responsibilities and
discharge them.

Mr. Speaker, I hope we can pass this
resolution immediately.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr. THOMPSON] to discharge the
Committee on Rules from the further
consideration of House Resolution 537.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution, the Speaker shall Rep~
resentative James H. Morrison, or Repre-
sentative John R. Foley, or Representative
Joel T. Broyhill, to move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Unlon for
the consideration of the bill (H.R. 9883) to
adjust the rates of baslc compensation of
certain officers and employees of the Fed-
eral Government, and for other purposes,
and all points of order agalnst sald bill are
hereby walved. After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill and continue
not to exceed two hours to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the Member of the
House requesting the rule for consideration
of said H.R. 9883, and a Member who is
opposed to sald bill to be designated by the
Speaker; the bill shall be considered as hav-
ing been read for amendment. No amend-
ment shall be in order to said bill except
those offered by direction of the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. Amend-
ments offered by direction of Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service may be offered
to any part of the bill but shall not be sub-
ject to amendment. At the conclusion of
such conslderation, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions. This special order
shall be a continuing order until the bill
is finally disposed of.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 9883) to ad-
just the rates of basic compensation for
certain officers and employees of the
Federal Government, and for other pur-
poses.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 9883, with
Mr. Boces in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may desire.
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Mr. Chairman, in many respects the
circumstances under which this legisla-
tion is being considered by the House are
familiar to most of the Members. As re-
marked by a Member several years ago,
the situation is somewhat like an old
movie shown on television. You watch
it thinking you have never seen it, but
nevertheless you have a strong feeling it
has all happened before.

And so it is with this bill, except for
one important difference. In my mem-
ory, there has never been such uniform
and overwhelming support among the
Members for salary increases for postal
and other Federal employees.

Mr. Chairman, the only question, as I
see it, is as to the amount of the increase.
As I was explaininz to the membership
before the adoption of the rule, our com-
mittee reported out a bill after 6 weeks
of hearings during which either side that
wanted to could be heard. We came ouf
with a bill and reported it to the House
which called for a 9-percent pay increase
straight across the board with a $350
minimum for the postal field service,
rural carriers, and classified workers.
That bill as reported to the House was
amended foday by a committee amend-
ment which will be offered at the proper
time. This commitiee amendment is
very simple. In general, it does not do
anything to the original bill that was
reported out except to change the
amount from 9 percent to 7l% percent.
It covers all the people who were cov-
ered in the original bill as reported by
our committee—the bill which was sub-
ject to the discharge petition. The
change, as I said, is that it cuts the 9
percent straight across the board in-
crease to Tl5 percent straight across the
board. In some instances, in the postal
field service for the first 6 pay levels
it gives $5 a year extra for each of the
automatic salary steps.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Virginia.

Mr. GARY. Was any change made in
the minimum amount of the pay raise?

Mr. MORRISON. Yes; the minimum
of $350 was taken out completely.
There is no minimum of $350 in the
amendment that is to be submitted to
the Committee of the Whole at the
proper time.

Mr. GARY. Does the bill in addition
make permanent the 2% percent in-
crease we granted last year which will
expire on July 1 unless it is made per-
manent?

Mr. MORRISON. It makes that 2%
percent increase permanent.

Mr. GARY. And the 71% percent is in
addition to the 215 percent which is made
permanent?

Mr. MORRISON. Yes; that is right.

Mr. GARY. The gentleman referred
to some increases in the lower brackets.
Was that action designed to take the
place of the minimum?

Mr. MORRISON. It does not nearly
come up to the $350 minimum. But in
effect it does give the very low-salaried
employees a little better than 7% per-
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cent. But I believe in each case it is
well below 9 percent, and the slight ex-
tra allowance is only for those in the

lower grades.
Mr. GARY. I thank the gentleman
for the information.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to ask the gentleman whether his
amendment which was adopted this
morning provides for a 5-cent postage
stamp.

Mr. MORRISON. No.

Mr. CHELF. Do any of the other
amendments that were adopted provide
for an increase in the postal rate?

Mr. MORRISON. No.

Mr. CHELF. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MORRISON. The Tl percent is
not what the committee voted out at
first. Now, to show the interest of the
Members of this House in this matter,
more than 80 Members introduced pay
raise legislation that was considered by
our committee. I want the membership
to know that every viewpoint on both
sides of the aisle, and of all concerned,
was considered by the committee.
Everybody had his day in court, so fo
speak, and was permitted to testify be-
fore the committee.

I know of no instance, in the nearly
18 years that I have been here, when
anybody made a more constructive or
substantial or more forceful argument
for a pay raise for Federal workers than
was made, in our hearings, when com-
parisons were submitted between Gov-
ernment pay and pay for similar work
in private enterprise. In every one of
those cases that was cited before our
committee it was shown that workers in
private industry doing comparable work
receive higher salaries than postal and
other workers in the Federal Govern-
ment.

I can further say that the testimony
that was brought out showed one ex-
ample of a newspaper advertisement for
people to apply as janitors. Actually
they were offering to pay janitors in the
larger cities far more money, as start-
ing salaries, than the postal carriers and
clerks get who have been working
months and years for the Post Office De-
partment.

I can further state in support of this
wage inerease that the whole weight of
testimony that was in favor of it more
or less dwelt on the fact that here we
are, in this great Nation of ours, not pay-
ing our Government workers the fair
and just salaries that workers get in
similar employment in private enter-
prise,

I think the committee studied this
amendment well. It was adopted by a
tremendous majority. I think 17 to 4,
which was today’s vote, will certainly
show that by far the vast majority of the
committee that went into detail on this
thought that a very excellent case had
been made for the proposed salary in-
crease.

All of us know that the time is getting
short. We all know we have to be prac-
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tical about this. Frankly, I felt that
whereas I was personally in favor of the
9 percent, and I still think it was highly
justified, this compromise of 712 percent
will be far more acceptable to some of the
Members of the House. I am sure the
same situation prevails over in the Sen-
ate. And so, I felt that by bringing out
this amendment today, which will be
considered at the proper time, the 715
percent is certainly the proper thing to
do under the circumstances—if we are
going to be realistic and practical about
this legislation and give the House and
the Senate a chance to vote on it and
give the President a chance to act on it
one way or another.

There were many who said the Presi-
dent would veto any pay-raise bill this
yvear. I do not know what the President
is going to do, and I do not think anyone
else knows what the President is going
to do. But I think when you have this
bill as it will be amended today, coming
within the time we have before adjourn-
ment, it will have an opportunity to go to
the White House. If it is signed, that
ends it. If it is vetoed, we will have a
chance to override that veto.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON. I congratulate the
committee on coming up with this suc-
cessful compromise. The question is
really the amount of the pay raise, not
whether there should be one, because if
we are going to have the postal and
other Government workers move along
with private industry we must give some
sort of a pay raise at this time. Is that
correct?

Mr. MORRISON. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true most of
the wives of the postal workers have to
go to work to help support their families?

Mr. MORRISON. The witnesses who
testified before us showed us example
after example where both the husband
and the wife were working. The hus-
band was working for the postal service
and the wife had to have another job in
order to make ends meet, so to speak.

Mr, HOLLAND. The postal workers
had to work at night to supplement their
salaries to keep their families.

Mr. MORRISON. That is correct.

Quite frankly, in my opinion, increases
considerably higher than those in the
committee amendment are justified. My
original bill so provided. But we all
realize, particularly those of us who
have served many years in the Congress,
that the views of others deserve full
consideration. All major legislation
more or less represents a compromise as
bhetween different convictions, in the
highest tradition of our democratic proe-
ess.

Many of the members of the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
have put aside their individual prefer-
ences in a true spirit of compromise to
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bring to the House floor a bill to provide
a moderate and fair pay raise which
should generally be acceptable.

After careful and diligent study of
all evidence developed in the hearings
and in full consideration of the many
different opinions, the committee decided
that the amendment to be proposed rep-
resents a solution to which we could all
agree. It is a real tribute to the tireless
and conscientious work of every com-
mittee member that there is such over-
whelming committee support for this
amendment.

The committee amendment which I
will have the honor to offer, which I will
place before the House at the proper
time, grants a 7.5 percent salary increase,
in lieu of 9 percent provided by the re-
ported bill, to all of the groups covered
by the reported bill, with the provision,
as I stated before, for slightly over 7.5
percent to those in the lower postal
levels.

I would also like to call to the atten-
tion of the House the cost of this bill
compared to what they said my original
bill would cost, that is, $1,600 million.
There was a great deal to do about that
in our hearings. As I say, the bill that
will be before the House for eventual
passage after this amendment is pre-
sented, and if the committee amend-
ment is adopted, will call for 75 percent
overal’ increases and that will cost be-
tween approximately $680 million and
$700 million. This is the best figure I
have been able to obtain from the com-
mittee counsel—that is, between $680
million and $700 million.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield.

Mr., HALEY. Would the gentleman
be willing to support a tax measure or
an increase in the postal rates to take
care of this increase in expenditures by
the Federal Government?

Mr. MORRISON. I am the type of
person who crosses a bridge when he
comes to it. That question is not before
the House today. That is still before the
commititee. Frankly, I think my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentleman from
Florida, will agree that we should cer-
tainly know what propositions are
brought before our committee before we
finally act on a bill. I assure him I will
try to do justice to myself and to my
people, in trying to represent them, and
that I will vote according to their wishes.
How I will vote I do not know until I
have something to vote on.

Mr. HALEY. The gentleman realizes,
of course, that this will bring us further
into deficit financing. Do you not think
that somewhere along the line this
Congress, and do you not think that you
as chief sponsor of this bill, has some
;espionsibmty to bring a bill here to pay

or it?

Mr. MORRISON. I appreciate the
gentleman calling me the chief sponsor,
but I have over 79 other gentlemen who
are with me on i, and I am not all
alone in bringing this legislation before
this session of Congress. But as I say,
frankly that is not before the House
now. I think at the proper time the
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House will take up that bill. The com-
mittee is just about to wind up action
on it. What the committee does and
what the House does is a matter on
which the gentleman’s guess is as good
as mine.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield.

Mr, JOHANSEN. I do not want to be
unfair to my very able and distinguished
friend, but do I understand from what
the gentleman is saying that it means the
gentleman will in committee support a
postal rate increase of some kind?

Mr. MORRISON. I did not say what
I would do, and I do not believe I will
ever say what I will do before I see the
bill that is presented to the committee
and before all the amendments come up.
Frankly I do not commit myself to my
own constituents nor can I commit my-
self to the gentleman or to any other
Member of the House as to what I will do
on any proposal, before I have it before
me.

Mr. JOHANSEN,
man.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON, I yield.

Mr. GRAY. If suggestions are in or-
der, I suggest to the gentleman that the
cost of this bill be taken out of the $4
billion surplus that the President is tell-
ing the people of the countiry we are go-
ing to have. Why do we need to raise
the postal rates?

Mr. MORRISON. We are not taking
up postal rates today; they are not ger-
mane and cannot be taken up today. So
if the membership will allow me, I would
1'ke to explain further the bill and the
amendment adopted by the committee
this morning.

This increase will affect soine 535,000
postal Federal service employees, 980,-
000 employees under the Classification
Act, 8,100 Foreign Service employees,
19,300 employees in the Department of
Medicine and Surgery in the Veterans’
Administration, and 15,000 Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Commit-
tee employees; 5,000 employees in the
judicial branch; and 7,500 in the legis-
lative brarch.

The amendment contains provisions of
the reported bill extending to these em-
ployees that I have just enumerated a
very moderate pay increase.

I would like to cite some of the effects
of this bill as far as the hourly wage
is concerned. The average salary of our
letter carriers is 92.23 an hour, or $370
a month. The committee amendment
will increase this by about 17 cents an
hour, or $28 a month. But this is the
gross salary increase. This is not the
take-home pay, it is not the amount in-
cluded in his pay check. As I said, it
is not take-home pay.

The average letter carrier is one of the
finest family men in America. The fam-
ily, of course, is the basis of our economy
and our economic and our social system.
The average letter carrier’s family con-
sists of husband, wife, and three chil-
dren, a family of five. From the gross
monthly salary of $370, before the em-

I thank the gentle-

12695

ployee receives anything, there is $26.64
deducted to pay his fringe benefits, and
$17.17 for Federal and State income
taxes. This reduces his monthly take-
home pay to $326 a month, or $1.96 an
hour.

Under the committee amendment his
gross monthly salary would be $398. De-
ductions would be $28.64 to pay for his
fringe benefits and $21.89 to pay for the
Federal and State income taxes, leaving
a net monthly take-home pay of $347.22,
or $2.09 an hour. Now, this is after this
7% -percent increase is put into effect. In
other words, carried down to the funda-
mental question of take-home pay, the
committee amendment would grant an
increase of 13 cents an hour in the aver-
age take-home pay of a postal letter car-
rier. This is the additional amount the
letter carrier will have with which to
buy meat, groceries, and milk, and to
buy clothing for his family, to make pay-
ments on his mortgages, or whatever he
has to do with it.

Certainly it is only fair to grant this
moderate salary increase in recognition
of the conscientious and efficient public
service rendered by our postal employees.

A moment ago I told you about an
advertisement that was in a paper. I
would like to be specific and quote from
this want ad. It appeared in a paper at
Detroit, Mich., where many employees in
the postal field service work and live, It
reads:

Wanted: Janitor for city hall. Examples
of work: Sweep, mop, scrub, and polish
floors; clean and maintain lavatories, replace
light bulbs. Starting salary, $4,450; $5,050
after 2 years.

Frankly, I feel that no more need be
said to demonstrate that the salary ad-
justments proposed by the committee
amendment are extremely moderate and
should be approved and granted to these
Federal employees.

Some reference has been made, during
our pay deliberations, to fringe benefits
for Federal employees—usually by way of
implying that they are so liberal that
they can take the place of salary. This
is a myth. I am proud of the fringe
benefits we have been able to gain for
Federal employees and am sure that they
and their families deeply appreciate
these benefits. But they are not to be
confused with hard cash in the pay en-
velope. They are not considered nego-
tiable by shopkeepers or bill collectors
or mortgagees. It is much easier to get
along with these people when we should
show them the color of our money.

Nor are Federal employees’ fringe
benefits by any means so liberal that
they can replace justified pay raises. If
anything, they lag further behind similar
benefits in private enterprise than is
the case with Federal employees’ salaries.
The Cordiner committee disclosed in
1957 that Federal employees personally
contribute more than their fellow work=-
ers do in private enterprise for fringe
benefits. According to the report, em-
ployees of 356 firms covered by one study
paid an average of 4.5 percent, and em-
ployees of 1,000 firms covered by another
study paid only 3.5 percent, of their
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salaries for fringe benefits.
ployees pay 7.2 percent.

Another factor largely overlooked, or
given too little weight in the administra-
tive consideration of salary legislation, is
the record of productivity by postal and
other Federal employees. When postal
rate increases or appropriations are be-
ing sought, the proponents quite often
argue brilliantly and forcefully of im-
proved service and efficiency to justify
the rate increases or appropriations.
The history is told in glowing terms of a
15 or 17 percent increase in mail volume
in recent years, with little or no increase
in such man-years of work as are within
management control.

In truth and in fact, we all know that
this fine record of efficiency is attribut-
able to the performance of more and
more work by the 535,000 postal employ-
ees, Yet opponents of salary legislation
give it no weight at all as justifying pay
raises for the very employees who have
done the work. The employees are com-
mended indirectly and by words—not by
supporting reasonable pay raises in
recognition of their efficiency. This fail-
ure to give full credit where credit is due
in my judgment can become one of the
most damaging blind spots in employee-
management relationships and in the ad-
ministrative consideration of salary
problems. It tends to create a climate
closing off the best avenues of com-
munication and exchange of views be-
tween employer and employee—except
as a one-way street for the views of the
employer.

I strongly urge the Members to vote
for the committee amendment providing
this 72 percent pay raise for postal and
other Federal employees.

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield ?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. MERROW. Iwanttocongratulate
the gentleman on his very able presen-
tation today. I am glad that we are
going to have an opportunity to vote for
a pay raise for Federal employees. I was
one of those who introduced a pay raise
bill and I was very happy to sign the
petition to discharge the Rules Com-
mittee from further consideration of the
subject. Personally, I feel as does the
gentleman, there should be a 9-percent
increase. I would like to ask this ques-
tion: Does not the gentleman agree with
me that regardless of what the rates may
be for postage the people who are work-
ing in the Postal Department should
have adequate compensation for the
work performed, and that the people
working for the Government in other
Departments should have adequate
compensation for the work performed
comparable with what can be obtained
in industry?

Mr. MORRISON. The gentleman is
correct, and I thank him for his contri-
bution.

Mr. MERROW. We are living in an
age of constant peril, and every realistic
appraisal of the future indicates that
this condition will continue for a long
time. At the same time, almost every
aspect of society and government is
growing more complex and is demanding
a progressively higher degree of expert-

Federal em-
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ness. Under these circumstances, the
Government must do everything possible
to assure itself of the services of the most
competent people.

The questions of employee morale and,
even more, of the recruitment and reten-
tion of intelligent, imaginative, and ex-
perienced employees have long consti-
tuted a major problem for the Federal
Government. To fail now to adopt this
well-merited pay raise will needlessly
and unjustifiably intensify this problem.

The pay schedule for the Federal serv-
ice continues to lag, not only behind the
costs of living, but also behind the salary
levels being paid in private enterprise.
Since the last Government pay raise in
1958, wages in private industry have
risen considerably. At the same time,
studies in productivity have shown that
the increase in work output among Fed-
eral employees compares very favorably
with that of private industry.

Congress, therefore, has a special
moral and legal obligation to investigate
the needs of Federal employees and to
act promptly to rectify any inequities
that may exist. These investigations
have now been completed. Both Houses
of Congress have held hearings on the
question of Federal compensation, and
both of these hearings have demonstrat-
ed conclusively that a pay raise at this
time is both deserved and urgently
needed.

The time has now come for action. As
Members of Congress, we have a respon-
sibility to these Federal employees that
we can neither ignore nor delegate to
anyone else.

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. M. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE P. MILLER. I want to
pay my respects to the gentleman and
congratulate him upon the introduction
of this bill and for the fine exposition he
has made of the subject. Moonlighting
among Government employees is some-
thing that must be avoided. A man’s
loyalty should be to his first job, not to
his secondary position. Moonlighting is
too prevalent at this time, and by
“moonlighting” I mean that a Federal
employee must secure a second job in
order to be able to have an adequate
income.

While I am on my feet, I would like
to pay my respects to your colleague,
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
THoMPsON]1, who placed this petition on
the desk. Whenever the chips are down
and the Federal workers need assistance,
it seems they go to Louisiana, to you or
to Mr. THompson. I think it is a great
compliment to the gentleman from Loui-
siana that he was able to get 219 Mem-
bers of this House to sign that petition.
It indicates the respect in which we hold
him and the high position he has earned
in the House. During the 8 years Mr.
THOMPSON was able to work with people
and coordinate efforts. I serve on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee with him and I know the great things
he has done for your State of Louisiana.

Mr. MORRISON. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr., LANE. Mr. Chairman, I, too,
want to congratulate the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. MorrisoN] for his
very able and intelligent statement made
on a very, very important bill.

Mr, Chairman, many post office em-
ployees have complained to me, claiming
that their postal pay increase bill is be-
ing kicked around for personal or parti-
san or selfish advantage as the count-
down toward adjournment begins, They
are cynical and bitter for they believe
that Congress is only going through the
motions,

Much as they resent it, they know
where they stand with the President who
is flatly opposed to any pay increase for
postal workers, and by extension, for all
classified employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment, during 1960. But they are
suspicious of the legislative maneuvering
in the Congress whereby the impression
is conveyed that Congress is seeking to
ingratiate itself with over 2 million Fed-
eral employees for the record, while pri-
vately writing off hopes for a pay in-
crease bill at this session.

“It is not enough,” the postal em-
ployees insist, “for Congress to vote for
a pay increase, and then wash their
hands of it. What we want to know
is whether Congress means business
about this, and whether it is prepared to
go all the way and vote to override the
Presidential veto, before this session ad-
JO .u

That is the issue. From several dis-
illusioning experiences in the past, they
have learned much. This time they will
be watching, not only the vote for the
bill, but the vote to override the Presi-
dent.

For the Congress cannot have it both
ways on this bill which is necessary to
relieve the economic handicap under
which Federal employees must work.
The indifference of Government toward
the bread and butter problems of its own
employees, is undermining their morale
and their efficiency. To overcome this
lack of understanding and appreciation,
it is urgent that the many friends of
Federal employees in the Congress
should intensify their efforts to line up
the commanding support that is neces-
sary to override the veto.

The good faith of the Congress itself
is at stake here, for the Federal em-
ployees have no recourse but to appeal to
us for help. As they compare their lot
with the consistently improving pay
standards of private industry, they
realize that their own position is steadily
deteriorating.

We have seen how the United States
has lost prestige and power in its rela-
tions with the rest of the world through
the misleading emphasis on economy, to
the detriment of public progress, in re-
cent years. This pennywise conserva-
tism, desperately hugging the status
quo, has deprived our Natlon of the
means necessary to maintain its leader-
ship. At home, this sterile fixation on
budget balancing has cramped the prog-
ress of Federal employees.

If it were possible for them to transfer
their civil service retirement system
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credits to coverage under private em-
ployment, many would immediately avail
themselves of the better opportunities
available elsewhere.

As it is, Federal workers are dissatis-
fied, and rightly so. When they are not
paid what they deserve, their job per-
formance is bound to suffer.

To prevent further deterioration we
must open the way for an improvement
in the wage standards of Federal em-
ployees by passing the postal pay raise
bill—with votes to spare on this round—
and ready to beat the veto.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I
congratulate the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. MorrisoN] on his statement
on behalf of his measure providing sal-
ary adjustments for certain Federal
workers.

As one of those who has supported this
legislation all along, has introduced a
companion to the original bill, and has
signed the discharge petition which
brought the bill to the floor, I urge full
support for H.R. 9883 on the floor today.

Opponents of the bill say that postal
workers have received seven pay raises
in the past 15 years, and would have us
conclude from this that everything is
fine and no new attention to the Federal
wage scale is needed. The fact is, how-
ever, that seven pay raises in 15 years
is in no way out of line, that there has
actually been only one pay raise affer
that granted in 1955 and, most important
of all, that the wage of the average post
office worker and the average classified
employee is still below that of his coun-
terpart in local government or private
industry.

In the committee report, on page 5, a
comparison of salaries of letter carriers
to policemen and firemen in various
large cities shows that the former is
lower paid in every case. As I testified
before the committee, the problem is
particularly acute in the city of Oakland,
Calif., a major portion of which I rep-
resent. In Oakland the automatic sal-
ary range for police and firemen ranges
from $6,396 to $6,828 and this indicates
s0 very clearly that in Oakland the
letter carrier’s range of $4,035 to $4,875
leaves him in a more inequitable posi-
tion even than elsewhere.

The need for the salary increases pro-
vided in HR. 9883 is clear. They are
justified. I urge full support for the
bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. Chairman, the
other evening I visited a shoestore with
my daughters. While the clerk was try-
ing on the shoes, he asked me if any-
thing was being done for his raise. I
replied: “What raise?” He said, “The
postal workers.” I then learned from
him after he leaves the post office he is
forced to work from 5 until 9 at night
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in a shoestore to supplement his in-
come so that he can furnish the necessi-
ties of life for his family of five children.

I was quite alarmed to find this was
true in many, many cases, and having
an office in the Federal building in
Pittsburgh, I checked with other work-
ers and learned of their plight in trying
to raise an American family. I found
postal workers employed in filling sta-
tions at night, in garages doing odd jobs,
yes—and tending bar in clubs.

Some of these workers spend 16 hours
away from their family doing extra work
so that they can receive sufficient money
to clothe, feed, and house their families.

In many cases, I found that their
wives were forced to work as clerks in
stores, offices, factories, and restaurants
to supplement their husbands® wages.

This is a pitiful case in America where
a man is penalized for being a Govern-
ment worker and denied the pleasure of
an enjoyable evening at home with his
family like other American families do,
who work for private enterprise.

This is a disgraceful condition, and
we the Congress of the United States
permit it to exist. We who pose before
the world as a benevolent government do
not show it to our own employees. In
this session I have heard about billions
of dollars which must be appropriated
for peoples of other lands, and to raise
their standard of living. I have always
supported aid to raise the standard of
living in other countries, but I am con-
vinced now that it is time to think of our
own, and at least give to our employees
the right to enjoy American homelife.

This bill will cost the Government
considerably less than what they have
appropriated to the peoples of any one
couniry in the world. To hear objec-
tions from the administration that a 7%
percent raise is too much for their own
employees is an insult to the conscien-
tious and dedicated postal workers of our
own country.

The administration has forgotten its
own employees too long.

This big business administration seems
to be only interested in seeing that the
big corporations make higher profits and
the banker gets higher interest on the
money loaned to the Government’s un-
derpaid workers. For the President of
the United States to threaten he will
veto any raise given to the Government
workers is an insult to those who are
devoted to Government. In fact, it is
the Government workers who are re-
sponsible for the efficiency of our Gov-
ernment. You will not find them on the
golf course when they have a job to do.

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that this
bill has been cut to 7. percent from 9
percent, for I believe that every man and
woman working for the Government de-
serves and earned the 9 percent increase.
Let the Members of Congress at least
recognize their plight, pay them a decent
wage so that the family life so long de-
nied them ean be enjoyed in the Ameri-
can way.

I, for one, Mr, Chairman, not only
support this bill on this vote, but I prom-
ise the Government workers of America
if it is vetoed by the President I shall
vote to override it.
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Mr BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, as
one of the early signers of discharge
petition No. 6, I respectfully urge all
the Members here on the floor today to
vote for the passage of HR. 9883, the
Federal employees pay increase bill, be-
cause these men and women not only
deserve this recognition, but are in need
of larger paychecks to properly support
their families. I feel confident we have
the votes to overwhelmingly pass this
bill and I am hoping the President will
not veto it.

Inasmuch as the Congress plans to
adjourn early in July, I further respect-
fully request that additional bills be
scheduled for debate that will improve
the economic standards of our American
families.

An excellent start in this direction
would be the passage of my bill, HR.
5868, to increase the present hourly
minimum wage from $1 to $1.50. At
today’s prices, which continue to rise, I
cannot conceivably understand or know
how a man with a wife and two or three
children can properly shelter, clothe, and
feed them on a weekily salary of $40 or
$50. We all know food costs are high
and rents in our metropolitan area of
Philadelphia are exorbitant for desira-
ble living accommodations.

While it is true you can rent sub-
standard homes and apartments in the
$50 to $75 price range, the fact remains
that the location is usually very unde-
sirable for the raising of a family. What
is needed at this time is legislation to
provide additional low-cost housing
units in Philadelphia and other cities av
nominal rentals in well planned com-
munities for those people who have lim-
ited budgets and cannot afford to pay
high rents. I, therefore, urge you gentle-
men to accept the housing bills presented
by my committee, which will destroy
blighted areas and create communities
of comfortable houses and apartments
for our middle- and low-income fa..ilies
with adequate school facilities for their
children.

Mr. Chairman, millions of children
throughout the country today are re-
ceiving an inadequate education simply
because there are not enough classrooms
available for them. In many of our
cities and towns these very same chil-
dren are attending school in split shifts.
In these days of the cold war, when we
are fighting for our very survival, the
education of our children is one of our
greatest assets. They will become our
leaders of tomorrow and, therefore, we
cannot permit them to continue to be
crowded into poorly equipped schools.

Another major item in my program for
the American family is the need for
legislation to provide medical and hos-
pital care for our elderly citizens who,
because of restricted pension checks and
limited assets, are unable to cope with
emergency illnesses. There are several
proposals pending before us to give help
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to these very deserving citizens and I
urge all here today to back my plea for
their immediate passage.

I sincerely and honestly believe my
program for the betterment of our
American way of life is sound in every
detail. It is not an expensive giveaway
proposal and will benefit every American
citizen.

As representatives of these citizens, I
am requesting your support of this pro-
gram.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. MURRAY].

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I real-
ize that my opposition to this measure
is futile, since the majority of the Mem-
bers of the House have already signed
the discharge petition on this pay leg-
islation. I am opposed to the measure.
1 think it is not justified and should not
be approved. But, of course, it is going
to be approved by the House.

Mr. Chairman, let me say something
about the conduct of certain lobbyists
on this piece of legislation. This morn-
ing when I went to the committee room
of the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, I had difficulty getting to
the room because of the great swarm
of lobbyists outside in the hall. There
must have been 75 of them. I had to
pry my way through to get into my own
committee room. And I have never seen
such tactics employed as these lobby-
ists have been using during this fight
for the pay bill. I think it is high time
for the Members of the Congress to
stand up and let these lobbyists know
that they are not to be controlled by
them, not to be dictated to by them.
If we do not, it will be a sorry picture
regarding any future pay legislation.

Today, Mr. Chairman, we have a na-
tional debt of over $285 billion. We pay
$9.5 billion in interest each year.

Our Federal payroll is over $13 bil-
lion a year, over $1 billion a month,

In the last 15 years the salaries of
Federal employees have been increased
a total of 83.6 percent. There have been
8 pay raises in the last 15 years, for
Federal employees. Besides, there is no
group of employees in private industry
that receives the fringe benefits that
Federal employees are getting today.
These fringe benefits amount in com-
pensation to about 30 percent of their
salaries. They have such liberal fringe
benefits as life insurance, health insur-
ance, retirement, hospitalization, and
medical expenses. This Government has
certainly been fair and liberal to our
employees.

Mr. Chairman, we have a $285 bil-
lion debt, on which we pay interest each
year of $9.5 billion. It is high time we
stopped these reckless expenditures. I
say that it is not in keeping with a sense
of fiscal responsibility to increase the
salaries of these employees today.

I am sorry to see the influence that
these postal lobbyists exercise upon cer-
tain Members of Congress and particu-
larly upon certain members of my com-
mittee. I regret it. I think that unless
Congress stands up and lets them know
that we will exercise our own judgment,
this condition will get worse instead of
better. I am sick and tired of the tactics
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of these lobbyists. I, for one, have never
been controlled by them and do not pro-
pose to be controlled by them.

There is little I can say further, be-
cause I know this bill is going to pass.
I think we are making a mistake. I do
not think it should pass. But I do not
care to argue the matter any longer.
I am strongly opposed to the bill, but I
am sure that will not have any effect.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. MUR-
RrAY] is a realist. I certainly am a realist
on this occasion. I have no illusions
about what is going to happen to this bill.
It will be passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives today. But I want to tell you
that in my opinion, as it is now written
and as it will have to be voted upon un-
der this gag rule that was petitioned out,
it is not going to become law.

Having said that, I would like to point
out that through the years I have been
here I have supported pay increases for
Federal employees both in the classified
and in the postal service. So far as the
postal service is concerned I have been
concerned about the deficit in the Post
Office Department. In the Republican
80th Congress, in which I was privileged
to be the majority leader, we gave the
employees the greatest single annual in-
crease in pay they had ever had.

But with that pay increase we had a
rate increase designed to keep the Post
Office Department out of the red as far
as we could. What happened in the 80th
Congress, as far as pay increases are
concerned, has been happening in the
Congresses since that time. Increases
have been voted from time to time. In
1958 we had a rate increase. In addition,
as the gentleman from Tennessee has so
well said, fringe benefits have been voted
that I understand would amount to about
an 18 percent pay increase,

Irealize, of course, that everyone would
like to have more pay, anyone who works
for a living, but when those of us who
have the responsibility to fix that rate
of pay get ready to do something, every-
body would like to be openhanded, but
we have a responsibility otherwise. One
Member on the other side of the aisle
in the interruption of another speaker
said:

Take the pay increase out of the proposed
surplus.

That is one philosophy of govern-
ment. But I say to you that we should
not go overboard because we have a litile
surplus that might be applied on the
national debt to keep the credit of this
country good and to keep us strong here
at home.

This bill will add $700 million a year
additional to the cost of our Govern-
ment. It really has been a strange de-
velopment, with 20-percent bills intro-
duced, and a 9-percent bill petitioned out
under a gag rule with no opportunity
to correct things in this bill that I think
are glaringly wrong. We are foreclosed
from that opportunity.

Referring to the Post Office Depart-
ment, there is presently a deficit of
about $600 million a year. This bill in
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the Department alone will add an esti-
mated $225 million a year. The author
of the bill was asked aboutf the rate in-
crease that has been pending before the
committee for a long time and he was
reluctant to say what his position on
that would be. That is understandable.
But the fact is that a proposal for rate
increases has been pending before that
committee, given to the committee by
the President of the United States, for
months and months and months, and
I have not seen any activity in respect
to it and I do not suppose there is going
to be any. In other words, the commit-
tee has ignored that recommendation,
so we will add $225 million to an al-
ready existing deficit of $600 million.

People talk about the cost of living
situation. My understanding is that the
cost of living has gone up about 2 per-
cent since we voted the last pay raise.
That is not 7.5 percent. Again I want
to point out that through the years
since certainly about 1953 the cost of
living has gone up about 10 percent and
the pay increases have averaged out to
a total of about 20 percent, and that does
not take into account the 18 percent for
fringe benefits.

One other point: We appropriated
$500,000, as I understand it, to appoint
a commission and to enable that com-
mission to make a study of this whole
Federal employee situation and to re-
port back to us. It does seem to me that
more attention might have been given
to the matter of waiting for a report
from that commission.

I said when I started that I did not
think this measure would become law.
I do not need to tell you that it is not in
accord with the President’'s program.
As the gentleman from Tennessee
pointed out, the administration wit-
nesses before the committee take the
position that the circumstances at the
time did not justify a pay increase. So
I say to you on my individual respon-
sibility, because the President has never
committed himself as to what he would
do, I have no question in my mind as to
what his action will be on this measure
if and when it reaches the White House.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 5 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD].

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
want at this time to say I respect very
highly the chairman of our committee,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
Murrayl. We have served together in
the House for 18 years. There have been
many times we have not agreed upon is-
sues, but I want to say in the handling
of the committee the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Murray] has always, in
my opinion, handled it according to the
rules of the House and the rules of the
committee. When presented with a par-
liamentary situation, he has had the
honesty, the character, and the integrity
to make his rulings in accordance with
the House rules or the committee rules,
and if they were questioned and ap-
pealed, he would abide with the decision
of the majority of the committee. The
committee was called together this morn-
ing at 11 o’clock. Our normal time of
meeting is 10 o'clock. The 1 hour that




1960

was given to us was, therefore, from 11
o’clock to 12 o'clock, at which time we
had to rise under the rules of the House;
the rules do not allow the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service to sit
while the House is in session, therefore
the majority of the committee found it
necessary to avail themselves of the rules
of the House in order to bring before
the House for its consideration the legis-
lation which you have before you. When
they did avail themselves of the rules of
the House, I must say the chairman re-
sponded to those rules and upheld them
as he does in most instances, at least in
all instances for which I have knowl-
edge.

Mr, Chairman, we have heard some
talk in the well of the House about the
lobbyists in the hall outside the commit-
tee room. It has been my experience in
the Congress that a lobbyist is a person
who opposes something you are for, but
if he is for something that you are for
he becomes either a public relations man
or a representative of a friendly group.
So all of us have the right to label these
men who appear in behalf of the dif-
ferent groups as either lobbyists or pub-
lic relations men. But I want to point
out something to you that I know you
know, and that is there are over a mil-
lion employees classified and postal em-
ployees, yes, close to 1,500,000 employ-
ees, and they are denied the right of
collective bargaining. I am not arguing
that point at this time. But they do
not have the right to bring the force of
collective bargaining to bear for in-
creases in their wages. They must de-
pend upon the Congress of the United
States when they want a pay raise.
They come to you and to you and to you
for an adjustment of their wage scale
commensurate with that of people in
outside industries who have the right of
collective bargaining. Therefore, this
Committee on the Post Office and Civil
Service has a peculiar obligation to see
that these people are not left wanting,
that they do have their day in court.
Today is their day in court, before the
Congress of the United States. There
has been no move other than that per-
mitted under the rules of the House to
bring this subject before you for con-
sideration. You have the responsibility
to vote it up or vote it down. I have
complete confidence that every Member
of this House will act on his own re-
sponsibility when the roll is called.

Mr. Chairman, let us see about some
of the merits of this case. President
Eisenhower appointed committees to
study this, He has appointed many
committees. The Cordiner Committee
was one that studied the rates of pay
of these people in Federal employ. This
was in 1957. Dust has gathered on that
study. Then the O’'Connell Committee
was appointed. Here is what the O'Con-
nell Committee said:

Salaries fixed by statutes have not been
adjusted in a timely and adequate manner
in response to general changes in non-Fed-
eral salary levels.

There is the guts of the situation.

Federal employees’ salaries have not
been adjusted commensurate with sal-
aries of non-Federal positions. What do
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I mean by that?
record.

The average gross monthly salary of a
letter carrier is $370—that is gross salary.
When you deduct the fringe benefits and
tax deductions he. gets $1.96 an hour—
$1.96 an hour, or $89 a week; he gets
$89 a week take home pay.

What is the average weekly earnings in
industry? In the transportation busi-
ness it is $118; in coal production and
the petroleum industry, $116; in print-
ing and publishing, $105; in machinery,
$105; in chemicals, $100.84; in electrical
machinery, $92.84; in stone, clay, and
glass products, $91.30.

The average overall industry wage is
$15 a week or $780 a year higher than
that of Federal employees doing the same
type of work.

‘We are before you on this day asking
you to do something about this. You
can quote figures about the increase in
cost of living since the last time they had
an increase in the cost of living, but Con-
gress always lags behind in giving Fed-
eral employees their wage increases.
When we grant this raise we still will not
bring them up to the average wage out-
side of the Federal Government. We al-
ways lag behind, and regardless of
whether the cost of living has gone up 2
percent or 3 percent since their last raise,
they started with an inequitable wage
balance to begin with. When we pass
this bill today and if it should become
law, it would still be behind pay for the
same type of work, the same caliber of
work in outside industry.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for an in-
quiry, please?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. In just a moment.

The gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Harreck] has said to this House that he
has private information that this will not
become law. We have reduced the 9
percent in the committee bill to 712 per-
cent. We have tried to compromise as
far as we can possibly go in the discharge
of our responsibility. If the President
vetoes this bill it is his responsibility, and
it is the responsibility of those who vote
against overriding his veto when it comes
back to this House. I want you to know
that I for one am going to discharge my
responsibility by voting for this meas-
ure; and when the bill comes back, if it
does come back vetoed, I am going to ac-
cept my responsibility again and vote to
override the President’s veto. There are
1,500,000 families who need a few paltry
dollars more to pay their debts, to buy
food and medication and the necessities
of life. The President can discharge his
responsibility, and I will discharge mine.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Yes, I will yield.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The gentle-
man knows about a study and report
that was made on the salary of postal
and classified employees, but can you
tell us what report or what study was
given to the legislative employees?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The studies were
given to the Federal employees outside
of the Congress. The responsibility of
the Congress is to make that study. If

Let us just look at the
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the gentleman wants such a study made
I suggest that he introduce a bill and
refer it to the Rules Committee. The
House will be glad to consider the matter.
Mr., JONES of Missouri. I was just
asking if a study had been made,
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Not that I know of.
Mr. JONES of Missouri. If a study
has not been made how can the gentle-
man determine that a wage increase is
needed or desirable for those people?
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Living has gone up.
If the gentleman does not want to use
the increase he can set the wages of his
own employees. I may say I am not us-
ing all of my allowance for my salaried
staff.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Over half of
the Members are not.
Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,

I yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BROYHILL].

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Chairman, the
proposed increase of the salaries of
postal and classified employees which is
before the House at this time is in my
opinion one of the urgent items on our
legislative program. It is urgent be-
cause any measure which is intended to
help men and women to improve their
means of livelihood is urgent. It is de-
signed to satisfy human needs and
nothing could be of greater material
importance.

I am deeply interested in the objectives
of the entire bill—H.R. 9883, as it
has been amended—I would like to re-
cord my support for the benefits it will
provide for both postal and classified
employees. All are well deserved and I
am of the firm belief the bill in its pres-
ent form should be enacted.

The plight of the postal employees has
been ably presented in the hearings and
on the floor of this House. An impres-
sive argument can also be advanced for
raising the salaries of employees under
the Classification Act who are covered
by title II of this bill, and I would like to
comment on several of the sound argu-
ments which may be advanced in sup-
port of an increase of the salaries of clas-
sified employees.

The case to be made for this raise is
sound. It is in every sense a debt which
this Government owes to these employ-
ees. The discharge of that debt is over-
due and there is no valid reason why it
should be further delayed.

This pay raise can be substantiated in
many ways. It is not necessary to rely
on an emotional appeal or to fall back on
fallacious reasoning which misrepresents
the real conditions supporting the
soundness of this legislation. There is
ample factual material available to jus-
tify the 9-percent increase provided in
this bill, as well as the 7'2-percent pro-
posed amendment. I shall in the course
of my remarks summarize several of the
more meaningful points which can be
made in support of this pay raise.
Among them are the following:

Pirst. The rate of wage increases has
been substantially greater during the
last 10 years for employees of large cor-
porations than it has been for Federal
classified workers,

Second. The pay for comparable jobs
in private industry in many metropolitan
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centers is above that of classified em-
ployees. Bureau of Labor Statistics data
on these areas of heavy concentration of
Federal employment are already avail-
able. We need not wait for more.

Third. The 9 percent is well supported
by the advance in prices and productiv-
ity since January 1958, and to a greater
degree during the last 10 years.

Fourth. The Federal Government's
policy toward its wage board employees
is more equitable and realistic,

Fifth. Altogether too great emphasis
has been placed on the cost of this pay
raise.

Sixth. An annual salary adjustment
plan will provide the most desirable so-
Iution to this classified salary problem,

Now let us examine these six points in
some detail.

First. The rate at which hourly wage
rates of employees of scme of the largest
corporations have been increased during
the last decade has been substantially
greater than the rate of salary increases
for Federal classified employees. To
understand the extent to which this has
taken place, it must be kept in mind that
since 1950 Federal classified salaries were
raised 10 percent in 1951, 7145 percent in
1955, and 10 percent in 1958, or a total
of 30 percent, if the percentages are
compounded. Let me repeat that fig-
ure—classified salaries increased 30 per-
cent since 1950. In the last 2 years of
that decade, there has been no increase.
Now let us see what industry has done.

The hourly rates of employees of Gen-
eral Motors Corp. advanced 62 percent
from January 1950 to February 1960.
Of this increase 9.5 percent was received
since January 1, 1958. During the same
10-year period the United States Steel
Corp. raised wages 65 percent and the
Aluminum Co. of America, 87 percent.
The increase of the Steel Corp. in the last
2 years was 7 percent and of the Alumi-
num Co. 10 percent—the 2-year period in
which the Federal Government has given
no increase.

To mention other instances—Firestone
and Goodrich Rubber Cos. raised wages
56 percent in 10 years, including 6.8 per-
cent since the beginning of 1958. The
increase of the Lockheed Aircraft Corp.
was nearly 63 percent of which 13.7 per-
cent was in the 2-year period.

These percentages are reliable, for
they have been calculated by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics. Even though they
apply to a segment of industry, they have
significance because the companies to
which they refer represent a total em-
ployment of well on to 2 million, the
majority of whom were involved in these
wage statistics. They were tha result of
collective bargaining with several of the
large unions. These increases in indus-
try include only general increases of pay
rates, cost-of-living and similar wage
adjustments. They do not include in-
centive earnings, premium overtime pay,
shift differentials or changes in skill
level.

Second. Analysis of wage and salary
trends in the metropolitan centers plain-
ly indicates that the salaries of Federal
classified employees are lagging behind
those for comparable jobs in private in-
dustry. This disparity in pay is shown by
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a comparison of the average earnings of
three representative office-type positions
surveyed by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tisties with the average of the comparable
grade in the Federal classification salary
schedule. The positions compared were
stenographer, key punch operator and
tabulating machine operator.

In a number of widely scattered cities
in which the current BLS survey pro-
gram has been completed, the average
earnings for these positions exceeded the
comparable Federal average. This was
true of Buffalo, Cleveland, Detroit, In-
dianapolis, Jersey City, Newark, Pitts-
burgh, San Francisco, Seattle, and Wash-
ington, D.C. New York and Chicago
have not been completed.

Throughout the hearings in both the
House and Senate, emphasis was placed
on the need to wait for the completion
of the current BLS occupational wage
surveys. I do not believe that is neces-
sary. There are ample data now avail-
able. The 30 metropolitan areas for
which final wage data have already been
published have a Federal employee pop-
ulation of approximately 750,000 or close
to one-third of all Federal employees.
Sufficient data are available from many
of the remaining 30 metropolitan areas
to be completed by September to provide
all the significant information needed.
The cities which have been added to
those previously surveyed are smaller
cities and are not representative for pur-
poses of classified salary analysis.
Classified employees are to a great ex-
tent office clerical and professional em-
ployees who are employed in the larger
communities. It is unfair and unsound
to base the study of their salaries on
labor market areas that are not metro-
politan in character.

Third. The proposal to raise classified
salaries 9 percent is also well justified by
the advance that has taken place in con-
sumer prices and productivity since Jan-
uury 1, 1958. The Consumer Price Index
of BLS has advanced 3.2 percent from
January 1958 to April 1960. If we
assume that the postwar average in-
crease in productivity of 3.1 percent a
yvear from 1947 to 1958 has continued, we
have the additional factor of a 6.2 per-
cent productivity inerease in the private
sector of the economy. Thus our basis
for urging the proposed salary increase
consists of 3.2 percent for the price rise
and 6.2 percent for productivity, or a
total claim actually in excess of 9 per-
cent.

If we take into account the fact that
prices and productivity advanced more
than Federal classified salaries from 1950
to 1958, there is even greater justification
for a pay raise. During that period
there was a combined increase in prices
and productivity of 46 percent, but sal-
aries were raised only 30 percent. There
was, so to speak, a deficit of 16 percent.
If that deficit is added to the increase of
more than 9 percent of prices and pro-
ductivity since 1958, we have an even
greater basis for advocating a salary in-
crease, but our 9-percent figure for the
most recent 2-year period is sufficient for
present practical purposes.

Fourth. There is another phase of the
classified salary problem which deserves
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attention. It is the inconsistent policy
of the Federal Government toward these
employees as compared with its attitude
toward those who are subject to wage
boards. During the last 10 years classi-
fied salaries have been adjusted only
three times. During that same period
there have been annual wage adjust-
ments for the nearly half million blue-
collar workers in the Defense Depart-
ment. Comparing the median hourly
rate of a grade W-7 wage board employee
with a GS-4 classified salary, the wage
board rate increased 62 percent and the
comparable classified rate 30 percent
during that 10-year period.

On the basis of the same grade W-T
rate, the record shows that it was in-
creased 6 percent in 1957, 5 percent in
1958, and 6 percent in 1959. What hap-
pened in these 3 years alone shows the
very great inconsistency in the Govern-
ment’s policy. It also indicates that an
important reason for wage board em-
ployees receiving added increases is that
their rates are reviewed annually. And
they should be. But why deprive classi-
fied employees of the same consider-
ation?

Fifth. And this brings us to the next
point of the need for more frequent re-
view of classified salaries. Some method
should be devised for making, if possible,
an annual review of classified salaries.
I believe such a system could be worked
out successfully, and certainly it is
needed to assure classified workers of the
equitable treatment they deserve.

More frequent examination of these
salaries would prevent the delay between
classified increases—4 years in the case
of 1955 pay raise. These delays are un-
fair to the employee because his rate of
pay continues to lose purchasing power.
A regular annual review would be ad-
ministratively desirable for the Govern-
ment. It would permit annual budgeting
of the cost of whatever inerease seemed
desirable since the preceding year, and if
done annually it would probably result in
a smaller percentage increase falling
within any single year while the em-
ployee would receive as much or more
money over a given period. And, of
course, the important fact is that he
would receive it when he needed it—not
3 or 4 years later.

Sixth. There has been altogether too
much emphasis on the cost of a classified
salary increase. By that I mean that
the principal consideration should be
whether it is needed. If that can be
demonstrated, it should be treated as
having at least as much urgency as any
other budgetary proposal. The impor-
tant difference, of course, is that a pay
raise has the purpose of helping people,
and of greater importance, of helping
our own Government employees.

To think first in terms of cost is the
wrong approach. We should realize that
a 9 percent pay raise will cost a good
deal more today than it would have 10
years ago, and it will cost still more 10
years hence, if the price level continues
to increase at the same rate. We should
be prepared for these exigencies that are
the result of economic change.

We should consider this proposal to
raise classified salaries first for its bene-
fit to the men and women who are serv-
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ing the Government. But that is by no
means the sole reason. We should con-
sider it from the standpoint of national
dignity and of administrative efficiency
for it is upon the capabilities and the
loyalty of our Government employees
that much of the successful operation of
this Government must depend. We can-
not in good faith continue to ask the
men and women of the career civil serv-
ice to continue to perform the duties
which each year become more exacting
and more complex and at the same time
refuse to accord them the simple justice
of rates of pay which they have earned
by any reasonable standard.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion and in
the way of a summary I would like to
make three additional observations con-
cerning this legislation.

First of all, as well pointed out by the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. MORRI-
son], the legislation before us and the
committee substitute which is pending is
the result of a compromise. There is
nothing unusual about that. Very often
when we are considering major legisla-
tion which is somewhat controversial
there always has to be a little give and
take. I want to assure the membership
of the House that the willingness on the
part of us to compromise is not because
we did not feel a higher increase was
justified, because we know we can justify
a higher increase; it was not because
we did not desire to grant a higher in-
crease to Federal employees, but it was
in recognition of certain political facts
of life. We realized we could get a great
deal more support from Members for a
7.5-percent increase than we could for a
higher amount. We have been reason-
ably assured that any legislation of this
sort will be vetoed. We will certainly
need support of the overwhelming
majority of the Members of the House
in order to act on a veto when this bill
comes back.

My second point is this, and I make it
as a statement of fact, and while it is
repetitious I use it for emphasis. The
Federal Government has not kept up
with private industry insofar as the sal-
aries of its employees are concerned. It
has not nearly kept up. You can toy
with statistics all you want to, but the
record of the hearings on this legisla-
tion was full of proof in substantiation of
my statement.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics pre-
sented evidence before the committee
showing what the consumer price index
was. It is up 113 percent since 1939.
The figures of the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics show that all grades from grade
5 up of Federal employees have not re-
ceived increases consistent with the in-
creases in the cost of living since 1939.
Approximately 60 percent of our classi-
fied Federal employees have not received
salary increases since 1939 in keeping
with the increased cost of living.

Employees of other industries have
fared much better than employees of the
Federal Government. Since 1950 we
have granted increases to Federal em-
ployees in an amount of approximately
30 percent. It may be interesting to ob-
serve that the employees of major in-
dustries of this country have received
over twice as much in the way of in-
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creases since 1950. General Electric has
increased its employees 62 percent since
1950, United States Steel 66 percent,
Aluminum Co. of America 87 percent,
Firestone and Goodrich Rubber Com-
panies have increased their employees
56 percent, Lockheed Aircraft has in-
creased its employees 63 percent. These
major industries employ approximately
2 million people. This shows that the
increases have been consistent with the
general increases that industries have
paid their employees since 1950.

Since 1958 these same industries have
increased their employees on an average
of 10 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I had a very inter-
esting personal observation to make in
the committee when one of the witnesses
pointed out or referred to the increase
that the grocery clerks here in the
Washington area received as a result of
collective bargaining back last January
or February. He pointed out that they
received a settlement that amounted to
$97 per week. Back in 1937 I worked
for the Safeway Grocery Co. for a short
time. It was then the Sanitary Grocery
or the Piggly-Wiggly Grocery Co. They
paid their employees $23 a week. Since
1937 the Safeway Grocery Co. has in-
creased its employees to $97, amounting
to a 320 percent increase. The postal
employees in 1937, during that period,
received an average of $2,038 a year.
The postal employees today—I speak
primarily of the letter carriers—are re-
ceiving an average of $4,640; in other
words, an increase of 123 percent. I do
not believe any Member of this body
would like to recognize the Safeway Gro-
cery Co. as having better employees or
thinking more of the welfare of their
employees than the Federal Govern-
ment—certainly not that many times
greater.

Now, the executive branch has recog-
nized that there are inequities existing
in our Federal employees pay scale, The
minority leader has pointed out they
have recommended a study be made. I
think that we are all in accord with that.
But the study comes too late. They have
known that these inequities have existed
for years, and they should have taken
the initiative several years ago to pro-
pose a study and to propose a plan on
which the Congress could act to correct
these inequities. This is but a partial
solution of the problem, After the study
is completed we can come back and fur-
ther improve the situation next year.

My third point is with reference to this
estimated cost of $680 million. I would
hate to think that all of us who support
this legislation are not as equally con-
cerned about the fiscal condition of this
country as those who oppose it. I sub-
mit that this instrument we have before
us today, this legislation itself, is not in
itself what is causing the additional cost
of $680 million. The reason why it is
going to cost $680 million more is be-
cause the Federal Government has as-
sumed certain responsibilities and cer-
tain obligations as a Federal Govern-
ment and is rendering certain services
to the people of this Nation. Since we
have assumed these responsibilities and
obligations, it requires the employment
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of approximately 2.3 million people. We
cannot economize by merely refusing to
pay these people a proper salary and a
competitive wage. Anybody that has
any experience with business, anybody
that has had any experience with em-
ployee-employer relationships knows
that you cannot economize in your busi-
ness by the blood and sweat of your em-
ployees. To those who are stressing
fiseal responsibility today I say if you
want to economize, then we can reduce
some of these Federal services or elimi-
nate some of these Federal responsibil-
ities that we have assumed. We can
eliminate some of the Federal agencies.
Certainly we can employ better man-
power utilization. Incidentally, the sub-
committee of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service has been holding
continuous hearings on manpower uti-
lization to try and improve and get more
effective use of our personnel. This
argument that this pay increase is too
costly has been used in every proposal
during the past 10 years, and yet I do
not believe any of the previous opponents
will say today that we should not have
granted those previous increases, because
even after granting those previous in-
creases, we are still very far behind. I
predict that in the future, after we have
granted this pay increase, the opponents
here today will then recognize and might
even acknowledge that this increase was
necessary. We cannot overlook the in-
crease in efficiency and morale and the
improvement in our competitive position
with other industries by acting favor-
ably on this legislation today. This is
a reasonable, a fair bill. As I stated be-
fore, it is the result of a compromise, a
good compromise. I hope it will receive
the overwhelming support and approval
of the membership in order to insure
that when the bill comes back up here, if
it is vetoed, we will have the necessary
votes to override the veto.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of HR. 9883. This pay in-
crease for Federal classified and postal
employees is very much needed. The
Federal Wage Board or blue-collar em-
ployees in the San Francisco area of
California have received increases to-
taling 11 percent in the last 18 months.
These increases were 5.1 percent in
December 1958, and 5.9 percent in De-
cember 1959. However, the Federal
classified and postal employees have re-
ceived no increases during the same
period. As a result, numerous classified
employees in the San Francisco area are
receiving lower salaries than wage-board
employees who are working under their
supervision. This is highly undesirable
from a morale or administrative stand-
point. H.R. 2883 will aid in correcting
this situation. I think this bill is worth-
while and very much needed. I urge its
approval by the House.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. JOHANSEN].

Mr. JOHANSEN. Along with a few
minority members of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and includ-
ing the distinguished chairman and the
ranking minority member, I have been
fizhting a steamroller today and for a
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number of days past. I have no com-
plaint about that. I have no quarrel
with it, although I think some of the tac-
tics of the steamroller reflect on the leg-
islative processes of this country and of
this Congress. I hope the American
people will know as a result of this debate
a little bit more about the system by
which we juggle a $90 million percentage
point of increase and kick it around
when at the very same time there is a
major scandal in the press, an effort to
create the impression of a scandal, be-
cause of a $90 expense account. But I
have no complaint about the fact I am
in a minority.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 9883, and before I go further let me
say that I have voted for the two pay
raises for postal employees that became
law since I have been in Congress. I
voted for one of the two classified pay
raises that became law. And I hope, if
I am here for some years to come, to vote
for some more. But I am opposed to
H.R. 9883.

I realize that I need to be a little bit
more explicit, because there have been a
number of 9883’s kicking around this
House and in the committee.

I oppose the newborn, minutes-old
form, this so-called 7'%-percent bill, as it
comes to us this afternoon direct from
the committee delivery room after a very
violent Caesarean operation, and with it
still red-faced and squalling, wrapped in
swaddling clothes. I oppose this new-
est legislative offspring just as I opposed
the original, HR. 9883, which was
greatly ballyhooed prenatally, and which
was subsequently disowned and orphaned
by its own parent or parents; they eclaim
some 80 fathers to the bill. And I op-
pose this newest H.R. 9883 exactly as I
opposed the offspring that came to this
House under this discharge petition,
which had a very short life, which was
abandoned in the desert of committee
reconsideration and left to gasp out its
last breath all alone.

So let the record be clear that I am
opposed to this bill. Now I am done
with the obstetrical metaphors and I
want to say some things in very blunt
language. In doing so I address myself,
Mr. Chairman, not so much to my col-
leagues here where the die is cast, but
I address myself to the people of this
country, to the taxpayers and to the Fed-
eral employees themselves, the two inno-
cent bystanders in this tragedy-farce.

First of all this entire legislative un-
dertaking has been an attempt to find
out how much the trafiic would bear and
Jjust how many political friends and votes
could be picked up in the process of find-
ing out how much the traffic would bear.

This is an attempt at successive, well
directed, well engineered—and not all of
the engineering and direction has come
from within the Congress—a well di-
rected and engiueered attempt to retreat
by successive steps to an ultimate vic-
tory of some sort.

I have great respect and regard for
my friend from Louisiana and I do not
criticize in the slightest his right to do
what he did, but according to a report
appearing in the publication of the Na-
tional Association of Letter Carriers
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during a big super pay rally that was
held here in Washington the first week
of April, the gentleman is described as
having said that he would fight to the
limit to secure the passage of this bill,
that is, the 12-percent and 23-percent
bill. But even before the committee
had completed its hearings the gentle-
man was asked by the chairman of the
committee:

You do not serlously insist on the 23 per-
cent?

And his answer was:
No, sir.

There was never a motion made by
this gentleman in his own behalf or in
behalf of these other gallant sponsors
of this bill; there was never a motion
made in committee to vote out this bill
or even give it consideration in the
executive session.

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHANSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. PILLION. Did the committee
consider restricting the increase to sala-
ries of $7,000 or less?

Mr. JOHANSEN. No, the commitiee
did not, principally because the commit-
tee under the legislative principle that
has been followed has not had a chance
to consider very muech of anything.

Mr. PILLION. Does the gentleman
believe that salaries of $15,000, $16,000,
or more should have this increase?

Mr. JOHANSEN. The persons up to
the highest level in the classified service
get the straight 7% percent.

I will say in further response to the
gentleman, and this goes to my second
point, this is an election year, some-
thing for everybody on the Federal pay-
roll bill. I will say to the gentleman that
even the efforts of the minority in the
committee to get separate consideration
on the floor of this House in separate
bills as between the postal employees
and the classified received the same
steamroller treatment as was given the
entire effort on the part of the minority
opposition to the bill.

Mr. PILLION. I thank the gentleman
very much.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I want to go further
and say this, the President of the United
States immediately after the last 10-per-
cent pay increase, at a time when the pay
issue was not before the Congress, at
a time when no one in good faith could
accuse him of stalling tactics, recom-
mended a Hoover Commission type of
study to go into this whole program of
Federal pay policy and pay procedure.
That recommendation was repeated twice
thereafter by the President of the United
States.

I want to report to this House that
on this very morning, as a member of
the committee, the recommendation of
the President of the United States was
offered by the gentleman from Michigan
as an amendment, and I will say to the
committee that the recommendation of
the President of the United States re-
ceived considerably less courteous econ-
sideration than have the recommenda-
tions of some of the presidents of some
of the organizations who represent the
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employees, and, of course, have a per-
fect right to do so.

I want to point out a third fact about
this whole situation. This legislation
involves the one kind of book burning
which the liberals are in favor of and
practice with great enthusiasm. I do
not know whether the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. O'Haral is on the floor or
not, but I call your attention to the
fact that on the 3d of June when we
saw the spectacle of this House being
enlisted in cooperation with the effort to
secure the 219 signatures, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. O’Haral said, and I
quote him accurately, I think, that:

When it comes to human need I would
never find the answer in a book of arith-
metic.

I respect the gentleman’s right to that
view.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinpis. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield tome?

Mr. JOHANSEN. Of course I will.

Mr. O'HARA of Illincis. I thank the
gentleman for his courtesy. He quoted
me correctly. Does the gentleman dis-
agree? Does the gentleman contend
that human needs should be left to the
mathematical calculation of cold hearts?

Mr. JOHANSEN. I would be very
glad to answer the gentleman.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I wish the
gentleman would.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I would be very
glad to if the gentleman would permit
me, but let me complete what I was say-
ing and I think that will answer the
gentleman. Let me say this, that I know
of no sure way in which we can assure
that this country, the people of this coun-
try, and the employees of this Govern-
ment will know a more erucial and des-
perate need, I know of no sure guarantee
that that will happen than if we continue
persistently in this country to ignore and
fail to find the answers in a book of
arithmetic.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. JOHANSEN. I cannot yield fur-
ther.

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. The gentle-
man has mentioned my name. Is he
afraid?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman de-
clines to yield.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Is the gentleman
implying that I am afraid?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. The gentle-
man from Illinois would never question
the courage of his good friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan. But, on gen-
eral principle, I take it that any man
who does not want to yield after men-
tioning my name is afraid to face the
issue. I, of course, would respect both
the sincerity of his conviction and his
caution in retreat.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I will be very glad
to yield if the gentleman will make it
very clear that he does not think the
gentleman from Michigan is afraid.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr, REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Illinois [Mrs, CHURCH].

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I
particularly thank the ranking minority
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Member on our side for granting me this
time, because I am sure he knows that
most reluctantly, most regretfully, but
in my case most necessarily, I am going
to take a position opposite to his, on this
legislation. I am going to vote for this
bill. And because it is so exceptional a
rarity for me not to support fully the
position of the administration on fiscal
matters, and because I think my posi-
tion parallels that of many in this House
who share my constant concern for
sound fiscal policy, I would like in 2
brief minutes to tell you why I am so
voting. I am voting for this bill, Mr.
Chairman, because this is the only ave-
nue given to me after all the 17%
months of this Congress wherein I can
keep not a spoken pledge but certainly
an assurance that I gave to those Gov-
ernment workers in my own distriet
whom I know to be deprived of what
they need to live decently, particularly
the many in the lower grades, without
taking extra jobs and without having
their wives also working outside the
home to obtain a necessary supplemen-
tary income. I have made a personal
study of the family budgets and salaries
of the classified workers and the postal
workers in the 13th District over the
period of the last 4 years. I speak from
definite knowledge of the inadequacies
of the salaries and the subsequent un-
salutary effect upon both the service it-
self and upon the morale and actual
physical well-being of those who are
attempting to raise families on inade-
quate salaries—or are forced to supple-
ment those salaries to the extent of
having a second position of their own
and /or additional work outside the home
on the part of the wife and mother.
The difficulty of obtaining and of retain-
ing trained workers has become increas-
ingly difficult as competition continues
to increase through the rapid develop-
ment of new industries which offer a
salary range that cannot fail to attract
men of good intent whose first responsi-
bility remains for the welfare of their
families

Aside from the deleterious effect on
the service through frequent turnover
and disrupted and insufficient service,
however, I deplore the additional effect
upon the worker himself who must at-
tempt to support his family on a wage
which, in our area and similar areas
where the cost of living is high, simply
cannot meet even the simplest needs of
family living.

The area which it is my privilege to
represent has an exceptionally high cost
of living index. In fact, an analysis of
the price index of the entire Chicago
area, according to the Consumer Price
Index for all items as of January 1960
shows the great extent to which the
Chicago area is above the national level.

The annual budgets that have been
submitted to me in 1960 by postal work-
ers in the 13th District bear mute but
effective testimony to the effect of this
high consumer price index on Govern-
ment workers on low-fixed salaries. Of
the budgets so submitted, only 7.5 per-
cent showed any surplus after deducting
the cost of basic necessities. Of this 7.5
percent, half of these represented single
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men and none within this category had
more than two dependents.

Investigation further showed that al-
most 75 percent of the postal workers
whose returns were analyzed were forced
to seek additional income in order to
meet basic living costs.

Some budgets presented to me showed,
despite extreme care and an effort at
thrift, a deficit of over $1,000 per year in
meeting just the ordinary expenses of
living. In certain post offices there is
evidence that certain workers hold, in
fact, three part-time jobs in addition to
their basic postal work. Past raises in
pay have been more than absorbed by
the rising cost of living.

Mr. Chairman, were there time, I could
quote from letter after letter from Gov-
ernment employees whom I know and
trust. These letters attest the inade-
quacy of present pay, and deplore the
effect of that inadequate pay upon both
the branch of Government which they
serve and pointedly upon their families.

In the face, therefore, of reports which
I personally have investigated and know
to be true and not exaggerated, I could
not possibly deny an increase at this
time.

In other words, Mr. Chairman, without
taking time to go into the sociologically
bad effect on both the community as well
as the family involved when a govern-
ment worker is forced to live on insuf-
ficient pay, I would repeat that the pres-
ent measure offers to me and others in
similar circumstances the only avenue
through which I can help the Govern-
ment workers involved to obtain the in-
crease in income which I know they need.

It, therefore, today, cannot be with me
just a question of whether this bill is
completely right or the plan just as I
myself would have sought to make it. It
is not just a question of how much I may
dislike the “gag rule” for which some
of my colleagues condemn the measure.
I only know that I cannot possibly re-
fuse to bring to those in my own area,
particularly to those in the lower grades,
what I think the Government of the
United States owes its workers—a liv-
ing wage.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER].

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Chairman, not
long ago I received a letter from a postal
worker which moved me very deeply.

For some time I have been very inter-
ested in the first Allied crossing of the
Rhine during World War II at Remagen
Bridge—which will go down as one of the
greatest exploits in American military
history. I have followed the record of
the heroes of the Remagen Bridge care-
fully since 1945. I know all of these men
like brothers. I have visited with them
and eaten at their homes., They corre-
spond with me regularly.

This letter comes from a mail handler
in the New York City post office named
Anthony L. Samele. Tony Samele is a
big, optimistic fellow who married his
childhood sweetheart. When Remagen
Bridge loomed, he was a squad leader in
the point infantry company. Not only
did he lead his squad in the precarious
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crossing of the bridge, but he helped
clean a German machinegun nest out of
one of the big towers on the bridge. He
was the third man in the American Army
to hit the east side of the Rhine on that
dramatic day of March 7, 1945. He
writes to me:

Everything has not been going too well for
me since my Army days. I'll explain, as
briefly as possible, to tell you what my life
has been like since leaving the Army.

I'm married to a swell girl and have two
children. I've been a regular mail handler
in the Post Office Department for the past
B years. My salary is $4,450. After taking
out pension money and taxes, there is hardly
much left. I live in three small rooms, with
poor heat and ventilation. As my family
increased, demands became more and more,
and I was forced to borrow, since my earn-
ings were insufficlent to cover expences.

My wife worries about the health of the
children and not being a well person to start
with she became very sick mentally and
physically.

My wife had lost the sight of her right
eye at the age of 5 as the result of a bad
fall. This week, she was rushed to the Bronx
Eye and Ear Hospital for an emergency oper-
ation on her other (left) eye. I had taken
her to see two eye specialists, and both of
them agreed that an operation was the only
thing to do or she would be completely blind.
It's been 4 days now and we still do not
Enow the outcome. The doctor will not
commit himself. As I'm writing this letter
to you, I'm hoping and praying that every-
thing will be OK with me.

The doctor wants his money, the hospital
wants their money, and me with no hospi-
talization plan of any kind or money to pay
them.

KEN, I have never asked anyone for a favor
big or small. I'm no hero. I tried my best
for my country when I was in the service.
I've tried my best to support and maintain
a family. I've never approached anyone for
a handout, I don't know how. If it's within
your power to help me, I would appreciate
it very much and be grateful to you for the
rest of my life. .

Now, here is one of World War II's out-
standing heroes—one of the eight en-
listed men to receive a Distinguished
Service Cross for his courage. ¥Yes; I
will help him, and help thousands of
other loyal and hard-working postal em-
ployees and I hope the membership will
join in supporting HR. 9883 to give
these people a well-deserved raise in
their wages. And if the President sees
fit to veto this bill, I shall vote to over-
ride the veto.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CORBETT].

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I
asked for this time to discuss issues which
are not going to arise. Personally, I
should feel some sense of exaltation to-
day because I told you very early in this
debate on the salary issue that a Tl-
percent increase was approximately cor-
rect, and I do congratulate all of those
who have extended this necessary and
desirable increase for having arrived at
a fizure which seems to me to be most
realistic and which seems to me to be
passable.

I think all of us recognize that when
these bills do come to the floor includ-
ing large numbers of people that there
can be inequalities; there can be groups
covered that should not be covered; there
are groups which perhaps did not receive
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all they should get; but we should re-
member that the Congress of the United
States is a continuing body and that
grievances can be adjusted at all times,
corrections can be made when those in
charge of a legislative program desire
them to be made.

So, Mr. Chairman, I am simply rising
here today to state that I am definitely
in favor of this bill; that I think over
all it is a good bill, that it can become
law, and that it can result in necessary
increases for all but a few of our em-
ployees.

I recognize, as some of you do, that
the bill in all its aspects is not exactly
as I would like to have it; but under all
the circumstances which have prevailed
I believe this is a bill which we can sup-
port in sincerity and honesty. Where
individuals have objections they can go
to work to make those objections felt in
the year ahead.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I again urge
that all of those who have any regard
for the majority judgment of this com-
mittee which did work long and hard on
this bill and which found itself con-
fronted with nothing really new this
morning, we all recognized that what
has been in the papers, what has been
discussed time after time was nothing
new, and I do not think those argu-
ments are very valid. No one should
have been surprised by what was voted
on.

So I am going to support this bill and
urge my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. YOUNGER].

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, I
want to make just one remark. This sit-
uation proves how ludicrous it is for the
Congress to attempt to set salaries. Here
in one week the committee reports a 9-
percent salary increase, and then in a
couple of weeks they report an amend-
ment to 7.5 percent, with no basis in
fact whatsoever. Until this Congress
gets to a point of putting salaries under
the control of a board and making them
on a regional basis you will never have
justice for the employees in high-cost
areas, one of which I represent.

I am certainly sorry to see this spec-
tacle on the part of the House making in
one week a 9-percent recommendation
and within the next week a 7.5-percent
recommendation. It proves just how
wrong we are in trying to set salaries on
this kind of a basis.

‘Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE].

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman,
this bill comes before us in a very strange
manner. I am very happy that I have
been able to be here during the debate.
In the committee this morning I heard
absolutely nothing about the present bill,
H.R. 9883, as amended, in the way of ex-
planation. The gentleman who offered
the amendment did not take time to
explain it; he did not seem to consider
that was at all necessary, although it
is my recollection he was enthusiastical-
ly in favor of a 9-percent pay raise bill
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which was taken from the Speaker’s desk
by way of discharge petition. I voted
for that 9 percent. Of course, I would
like to know some good reason besides
political reasons, which I think I know,
why we should suddenly be brought face
to face with a 7.5-percent increase.

Mr. Chairman, even the 9 percent was
considered highly inadequate by all
proponents of this legislation. We start-
ed out with 23 percent, then we went
slowly and gradually down until finally
with tears and groans and ice water in
our veins we decided on 9 percent as the
very lowest that could be offered. Here
we appear with 7.5 percent. How do we
explain such a situation? I think there
are two ways of explaining it.

First of all, what the gentleman from
California has just said is eminently cor-
rect. We have shown ourselves as a
committee and as a body—that is, the
Congress of the United States—to be
completely unfit to set wages.

During a colloquy I had with one of
the employee representatives I said to
him what I would like to say to many of
the proponents of the present bill, not
the original 9 percent—that this is the
finest argument I have ever heard in my
life for private enterprise.

We have been told how wonderfully
the great corporations treat their em-
ployees as compared with the U.S. Gov-
ernment, and I agree with that 100 per-
cent. SoIsaid to this gentleman:

How would you feel about doing what the
late John Wanamaker suggested many years
ago? He sald, “I will be very happy to take
over the postal service of the United States.
I will run it efficiently, I will have no trouble
with my employees, and I will make money
out of it.”

Mr. Chairman, that is the situation,
and I think it is a situation that we had
better consider very seriously.

We get ourselves into this hassle, Mr.
Chairman, to my certain knowledge, at
least every 2 years and usually once a
year. It is mever a satisfactory solu-
tion. Everything we do is always too
little and too late, and this is going to
be much too little and much too late.

Some time ago I offered an amend-
ment to this bill in the nature of an
escalator clause, such as has been used
very successfully in private industry.
That would not be considered because,
of course, we know perfectly well that
the leaders of the employee groups do
not want anything that would auto-
matically take care of their people, so
that they would be perfectly well off
and would not have to come in year
after year with this kind of a compro-
mise bill which, apparently, we all agree
is quite inadequate and insufficient.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I believe in the
committee system and I believe in our
system of government. And, I must say
here and now that if we are to be gov-
erned by discharge petitions, I would
suggest that we go right ahead on that
basis; that we send the Congress of the
United States back to other occupations
for which they would probably be better
fitted and that we leave this matter en-
tirely in the hands of pressure groups
and the Executive. But, this is certainly
not what we, when we took our oath of
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office, believed we were doing. This is
certainly not what I, when I first came
to this Congress, expected to be called
upon to do. I expected to work in com-
mittee, to understand what was being
brought out of committee, not to have
things shouted through the committee;
not to have them brought out on the
floor unexplained. Why, this bill was
never on our desk in the committee until
11 o'clock this morning. I understand
that some members of the committee did
have copies last night. I understand
that one member of the committee did
not even have a copy this morning.
This is no way to legislate.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New York has

expired.
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I had hoped to be able
to support a pay raise bill on behalf of
postal workers who do not have the
flexibility in their pay structure that is
provided classified employees. I had
hoped to be able to support a reason-
able increase for postal fieldworkers,
particularly in the lower brackets, but I
am not going to be given that oppor-
tunity. I offered a motion in committee
when the 9-percent bill was considered
to separate postal field workers from
title IT of the bill, which brought in all
other employees. My motion was de-
feated. I cannot support a 7'.-percent
increase across the board for all em-
ployees of the Federal Government,

The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
Morrison] and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BroyHILL] say that this is fair
and reasonable legislation. Well, if it is,
what label did they put upon their 23-
percent bill and then their 9-percent
bill? If this is fair and reasonable,
what label did you put on those bills?
Now, I would like to ask the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Morrison], the
leader of this movement, when hearings
were held before our committee on the
foreign service pay section of this bill?

Mr. MORRISON. Is the gentleman
yielding to me?

Mr. GROSS. Yes. I am trying to get
an answer to my question.

Mr. MORRISON. Well, it so happens
that the chairman of the committee was
conducting the hearings, and he con-
ducted all the hearings, so I think the
question should be addressed to him.

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman at-
tended the hearings on his own bill he
must have known whether any witnesses
appeared to justify an increase in pay
for all foreign service employees.

Does the gentleman know or does he
not know?

Mr. MORRISON. I was not there
every minute of the time. It is possible
that testimony could have been had
when I was not there. All I did was in-
troduce the bill which was considered
by the committee. The chairman of
the committee had control of the time,
as to when witnesses would be heard who
were for the bill and when witnesses
would be heard who were against the
bill. I am sure the gentleman has the

same access to that information as I
have.
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Mr. GROSS. The gentleman can say
whether they were there without going
into a speech.

Mr. MORRISON. I am sure the
gentleman knows as much as I do about
who testified and who did not testify.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman knows,
if he attended the committee hearings,
that not a single witness appeared on
behalf of the State Department in be-
half of a pay raise for all Foreign Serv-
ice employees.

I would like to ask the staff member
for the committee who is sitting next to
the gentleman from Louisiana to answer
the question, but I am sure that would
be a violation of the rules of the House.

Does the gentleman know when hear-
ings were held on the 25 supergrades
that were put into this overnight bill?
When were hearings held to justify the
25 supergrades that the gentleman has
in the amendment he offered this morn-
ing?

Mr. MORRISON. That does not
create 25 supergrades. It merely re-
allocates existing supergrade positions.
The cost of title II not over $40,000 a
year. And I might add that this is one
thing in this bill that President Eisen-
hower wants, because that is what he
requested. I am very hopeful that by
giving him what he wants——

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, I refuse
to yield further. I did not yield to the
gentleman for a speech in behalf of the
President of the United States. I doubt
very much that the President approves
this bill. But I cannot recall a single
wibness appearing before our committee

in behalf of 25 more supergrades, nor do
I remember a single witness appearing
before our committee this year in be-
half of a new $19,000 poo-bah in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare. If any member of the com-
mittee knows when any witnesses ap-
peared before the committee to justify
these high priced employees, I wish they
would tell me. I do not know who
dreamed this up. I assume it was
dreamed up along with some more of the
stuff that was dreamed up last night
and rammed through the committee
this morning.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. GROSS. I certainly do.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Is it not obvious
that the reason why there were no hear-
ings on these items is because these
items were never in the bill until the
amendment was put before us today?

Mr. GROSS. And yet they put a
batch of supergrades in this bill and
gave them nice, fat increases; super-
grades calling for up to $18,500 a year.
Under the terms of this bill they will
get somewhere around a $1,000-a-year
increase, some of them more.

But what is the inerease for the 349,-
939 postal field service employees in level
4? Can the gentleman from Louisiana
tell me how much he proposes to in-
crease the top step in that level, while
he is proposing to increase these super-
grades and others by $1,000 to $1,200
a year? By how much is he going to
increase these postal workers?

Mr. MORRISON. The gentleman has
asked me a question which may be
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rather confusing. I wish to say that
there are no more supergrades created.
There are just 25 supergrades reallo-
cated. Several other jobs are increased,
at a cost of less than $40,000 a year and
which the administration asked for. As
far as the increases in the ¢lass to which
the gentleman is referring, if he will get
out his paper and pencil, he can get
the answer by taking their present sal-
ary and increasing it by 71%2 percent.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is the
author of this bill and he ought to bhe
able to tell me what the increase is in
the top bracket of the supergrades, as
well as the highest increase to be given
in level 4 where there are almost 350,000
postal employees.

Mr. MORRISON. The answer is very
simple, 715 percent.

Mr. GROSS. You bet your life, 7%
percent, You give several hundred
superdooper employees an increase of
$1,000 a year or more while a level 4
postal worker gets around $300 a year
or less; is not that correct?

I might add that it appears the
amendment will increase the pay of
secrefaries to Senators to $17,500 a year
or an increase of about $1,000 a year.
Can it be that these employees and
others are suffering far worse than other
workers trying to support families on
$5,000 and $6,000 per year?

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. MEADER. Can the gentleman
tell the House how much this committee
amendment is going to cost the Govern-
ment annually?

Mr. GROSS. Isaw it for the first time
when I arrived on the House floor this
afternoon.

Mr. MEADER. Has any estimate been
made about that?

Mr. MORRISON. If the gentleman
will yield, I can answer that. It is
slightly under $700 million, or between
$680 million and $700 million, It is $150
million less than the 9 percent bill which
was the basis of the discharge petition.

Mr. MEADER. Will the gentleman
give me the source of that $680 million

figure?

Mr. MORRISON. The committee
counsel.

Mr. MEADER. It was not made by

the Budget Bureau, as was the estimate
on the original bill? Is that correct?

Mr. MORRISON. No.

Mr. GROSS. The bill we are actually
considering at this time is a 9 percent
bill. What we are talking about in deal-
ing with the 7.5 percent increase is the
amendment railroaded through the com-
mittee that may or may not be adopted.
I assume it will be. But what we are
actually dealing with at this moment is
a 9 percent increase, not 7.5 percent.
That is the bill that the discharge peti-
tion went to, and then they walked off
and left it as they did with the 23 per-
cent increase on which all the hearings
were held.

My objection to this bill is that it goes
across the board. It gives to those who
least need the increase the greatest in-
erease, compounding the inequities that
already exist, and with no opportunity
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or disposition to correct these inequities.
That is why this bill is so wrong and
why I cannot support it.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSEI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the bill, H.R. 9883, as
amended by the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service.

As a member of the committee, I had
an opportunity to hear and to review all
of the testimony offered during the ex-
tensive hearings on this legislation, and
as a result of those hearings ean only
conclude that the increase provided in
the bill before us is completely justified.

It should be obvious to anyone that
postal and Federal employee wages have
not kept pace with wages paid in pri-
vate industry in the past 20 years. De-
spite this condition, those who oppose
this legislation ask that we wait another
year to take any action so that a study
now in process may be completed. In
view of the studies that have been made
in recent years, particularly the study
by the administration-sponsored O’Con-
nell Committee, whose report, to my
knowledge, has never been published, I
am forced to conclude that this problem
has already been studied to death. In
the report of the O’Connell Committee,
it is readily admitted that “Salaries fixed
by statutes have not been adjusted in
a timely and adequate manner in re-
sponse to general changes in non-Fed-
eral salary levels.” In the face of that
conclusion—a conclusion upon which the
administration took no action—I have
no reason to believe that the study now
being conducted would have any result.

Further, I think we should recognize
that the ewrrent study, which has been
rather widely described as a study by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, is not what
it seems. In the first place, the Bureau
of Labor Statistics is simply making a
survey of white collar wages. For a
number of years the Bureau has been
making a study of white collar wages in
some 20 areas, and is extending that
survey to an additional 60 metropolitan
areas. Once the figures are gathered,
the Post Office Department and the Civil
Service Commission, and not the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, are going to make
comparisons of the wages paid to postal
and other employees in thousands of
different positions.

Personally, I have no hope that either
the Post Office Department or the Civil
Service Commission will arrive at any
conclusions as a result of the survey
greatly different from those expressed
to our committee. Sinece the survey is
limited to about 29 white collar posi-
tions, 23 of which are commonly filled
by women or girls in private industry, it
is hardly likely that it will provide in-
formation upon which anyone could logi-
cally or fairly determine a comparable
wage for post office clerks and letter
carriers.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics al-
ready has all the figures anyone would
need to determine what a fair wage
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should be, and witnesses appearing be-
fore our committee demonstrated by
means of these figures that since July
1951, average industrial wages have been
increased approximately 70 cents per
hour or 45 percent, while postal employee
salaries have increased only 382 cents
per hour or 19 percent. To me this is
sufficient evidence that there is an im-
mediate need for postal and Federal em-
ployee salary increases. For that rea-
son, as a member of the committee, I
supported the majority opinion which
is now before us.

My position is perhaps best summed
up by a statement made by one of the
witnesses appearing before our commit-
tee, Mr. E. C. Hallbeck, of the National
Federation of Post Office Clerks, who
presented facts which clearly demon-
strated that—

First. Postal wage increases have
Jagged more than 25 percent behind
wage increases granted in private indus-
try since 1951.

Second. The productivity of post of-
fice clerks has continued to increase
which in itself warrants salary increases.

Third. The administration by its part
in the settlement of the steel dispute
stands committed to further wage in-
creases in private industry.

For these reasons, Mr., Chairman, I
shall vote for the bill now before us. I
hope that the President will approve this
legislation. If he does not, I shall cer-
tainly vote to override a veto.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Lesinsk1l, a member of
the committee.

Mr, LESINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
think it is very important to know that
the administration has requested addi-
tional supergrades. Also increases in
the upper levels., In past years when we
had given an increase across the board,
the result was to narrow the wage level
difference between the upper and lower
grades, bringing about a serious inequity
in the salary structure and violating the
accepted principle of equal pay for equal
work and responsibility.

A further point I want to mention here
is that the last Federal Pay Act of 1958
which amounted to an increase of 10
percent created a considerable amount
of new purchasing power. The pay in-
crease we are considering at the present
time increases the purchasing power of
the American public about $2 billion a
year in terms of the gross national in-
come.

The purchasing power of the Ameri-
can public is going down. We have un-
employment in various sections of the
counfry. This will be a stimulant to
our national economy.

But disregarding that, the equity of
this measure is that the Federal em-
ployee as such is in need of an increase
in his take-home pay, so as to bring him
closer to industry in the high cost of
living area in which most reside.

Also, although the Postmaster has
given us figures that they have a large
number of applications requesting jobs
in the Post Office Department, those are
in areas where unemployment is high,
like Detroit, and some in the low-cost-of-
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living areas where there is a large de-
mand for postal jobs.

I hope the committee will act favor-
ably upon this legislation. In order to
keep good well-trained employees in the
employ of the Federal Government we
have to give them a fair salary com-
mensurate with the work they do.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LESINSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD].

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. MEADER], asked this
guestion. On page 2 of the committee
report the budget figure of the 9-percent
raise was $846,306,500. That is on a 9-
percent basis. If you take off 114 per-
cent of that, which is one-sixth of it,
you take off approximately $141 million.
Then there was another adjustment
downward which amounted to about $8
million. So in round figures, and I am
only giving round figures, the difference
between this bill, and it is just as sta-
tistically justified as was the figure of
$846 million because it is based on that
figure, is about $150 million less than
the 9-percent figure which was given to
us by the Civil Service Commission and
approved by the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. LESINSKI. In other words, the
gentleman from California is saying that
the figures presented have been sub-
stantially verified by the Commission. I
thank the gentleman from California for
his contribution.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FuLTOoN].

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, in order
to be plain I have first outlined my points
in favor of this legislation for the postal
workers and Federal employees’ pay
raise.

First. This pay raise will not unbal-
ance the Federal budget nor cause a
deficit.

Second. Twenty-five percent of this
pay raise will come back to the Govern-
ment in taxes.

Third. Our U.S. economy of $500 bil-
lion of gross national product this year
must be a balanced economy, giving due
regard to necessities of our working
people, as well as the production of lux-
uries. We in America should stop starv-
ing our community services and provide
adequately for the workers who provide
these necessary basic services.

Fourth. Government employment
should be a model for other employers
and employees in our U.S. economy.
Government employment and Govern-
ment employees should not be continued
as another chronic depressed area.
Whether or not Government employ-
ment is officially designated as a chronic
depressed area, it certainly carries the
general public reputation.

Fifth. There is no doubt about the ef-
ficiency and loyalty of our American
people working in the postal service, and
in Federal employment. But there is and
continues to be a large turnover of these
Government employees which shows the
need of a pay raise, and basic dissatis-
faction over wages, salaries, fringe bene-
fits, and conditions of employment. This
turnover of Government employees is un-
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necessary, causes inefficiency, and higher
costs to the Government and to the tax-
payers.

Sixth. This bill is not inflationary, as
the pay raise for Government employees
will go to provide the minimum necessi-
ties for families, food, clothing, housing,
gducation for children, and transporta-

ion,

Seventh. We in Congress have a spe-
cial responsibility to our U.S. postal
workers and Federal employees. We
have a tradition in America that ade-
quate pay for a good day's work is an
American heritage. Congress has this
responsibility for the public employees.
Nobody can reasonably argue that the
present level of pay is adequate. Recog-
nition should be given to the loyal serv-
ice given by postal and Federal em-
ployees because it is the special concern
of the Congress, as the employer who
sets the rates for those employees. We
in Congress are their employers and the
guardians of Federal employment. A
fair day’'s pay for a fair day's work is
basic to our U.S. free enterprise system.

Eighth. Congress should see that all
groups in our Nation's economy move
ahead and progress together. I do not
believe that any one group, particularly
Federal and postal employees should fall
behind. Likewise, if the level of Gov-
ernment employment does fall behind the
level of employment of private industry,
Government efficiency and Government
employees will suffer. Private industry
will be in a position of competition that
can only be disastrous to employment for
necessary public programs. Government
employment must therefore compare
favorably with employment conditions
in private industry.

Ninth. When we have a group that
has been as loyal as these U.S. Govern-
ment employees have been—there have
been no strikes and no industrial trouble,
and when they have uniformly provided
efficient services day and night, we
should give such worthy service to our
American people, every recognition, and
back this pay raise fully. I think the
compromise of 715 percent recommended
by the Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee is certainly a minimum amount
which we should approve promptly.

In conclusion, I urge strong support
of the current pay raise bill, HR. 9883,
and recommend adoption of the pro-
posed committee amendment as a com-
promise to insure action in this session
of Congress.

All that our good postal workers and
other Federal employees ever have
asked of their Government is timely and
fair salary provisions. They do not ask
for any special or extraordinary treat-
ment, but they rightfully expect not
to suffer discrimination.

Review of the record before the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee con-
firms the overwhelming weight of evi-
dence presented, at the committee hear-
ing on H.R. 9883 and over 80 companion
bills, including H.R. 9997, which I intro-
duced on January 27, 1960, that im-
mediate and substantial Federal em-
ployee salary adjustments are neces-
sary in the interest of efficiency in the
Government and fairness to Govern-
ment employees. I firmly believe that
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all groups in our economy should move
ahead economically at the same rate,
and this pay raise is necessary to meet
this test.

A man must receive a full day's pay
for a full day's work, whether he works
in private industry or the Government.
The beneficiaries of this bill, our postal
workers and Federal employees, can be
no exception.

In the hearings before the committee,
representatives of postal and other Fed-
eral employees clearly demonstrated that
their salaries are well below salaries paid
their fellow workers in private enter-
prise whose levels of responsibility are
comparable. These employees proved
that their salaries have been, and are
today, far behind the U.S. national
economy.

The Federal employees who are seen
most by the general public, the taxpay-
ers, the citizens of these United States,
our fine letter carriers, whose motto,
“Neither rain, nor hail, nor snow, nor
black of night shall stay these couriers
from their appointed rounds,” are the
direct public representatives of our Gov-
ernment, yet they cannot meet the rising
cost of living as well as their neighbor
who works in private industry, and can-
not educate his child to be the engineer,
scientist, or teacher which our Nation
now needs.

The time for sympathy is past, the
time for action is now. Now is the time
to begin the end of this discrimination.
Now is the time to vote for the bill, H.R.
9883, with the proposed compromise.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the
prompt adoption of the bill and the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from California [Mr. RoosE-
VELT].

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I
add my voice to those who have spoken
in support of H.R. 9883, which would
bring a long needed and necessary pay
increase to postal and other Federal
employees.

I also take this occasion to commend
most sincerely the sponsor of this bill,
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
MorrisoN], and those members of the
House Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service for their effective work in
achieving a breakthrough in a most im-
portant area of legislation.

As a cosponsor of the Morrison pro-
posal and as a signer of the discharge
petition, I join those who point out that
a reasonable increasz of 9 percent is
preferable to that of 72 percent. How-
ever, although the facts are not on the
side of the administration, I certainly
realize that the original increase of 9
percent would without doubt incur a
Presidential veto.

Additionally, I realize that the amend-
ment calling for a T'%-percent increase
should make the bill less vulnerable to a
Presidential veto. This amendment
has been offered in good faith by reason-
able men so that such Presidential ac-
tion may be stayed, and that the issue
may be clarified should a veto unhappily
oceur.

It may well be that the administra-
tion will not assume its responsibility
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in approving the amended bill. I do
not think this possibility should deter
us from approval of the bill. Our re-
sponsibility is to act affirmatively since
we must not lose sight of the fact that
the provisions of H.R. 9883 are needed
and needed now.

It would be “carrying coals to New-
castle” to repeat the extensive documen-
tation, made in committee and on this
floor during discussion of the sum and
substance of the issue, on the practical
need to improve the wage standard of
our postal and other Federal employees,
and the economic feasibility of doing it
at this time.

I not only urge passage of this bill,
but I urge that it pass so overwhelm-
ingly—in both Houses—that a Presiden-
tial veto, if still forthcoming—can be
readily overridden, as it should be.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the
President would like to see the employ-
ees of the U.S. Government on a wage
level in line with that prevailing in pri-
vate industry. I would also hope that
he join with the supporters of the in-
crease in realizing that the wage struc-
ture of our Federal Government is closely
related to the maintenance and attrac-
tion of competent personnel. This is
sound budget thinking.

Our duty in Congress is clear. Let the
record show that the duty of the admin-
istration is also clear.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
KArRTH]I.

Mr. KARTH. Mr. Chairman, today
1.6 million Federal employees and their
families are watching our deliberations
to see if their Government, their em-
ployer, will courageously face up to the
ugly economic fact that the record high
cost of living has reduced their stand-
ard of living.

These employees and their families
have confidence that the Congress will
help restore to them some of the eco-
nomic position which they lost relative
to their counterparts in private industry.
As was pointed out so capably in the
committee’s report submitted by the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Mor-
RISON]:

All that postal and other Federal employ-
ees ever have asked of their Government is
timely and fair salary provisions. They do
not ask for any special or extraordinary
treatment, but they rightfuly expect not to
suffer discrimination or to be sacrificed on
the altar of personal or political ambitions.
Committee deliberations on the salary prob-
lem this year demonstrate once more that
the Federal employees can expect and ob-
tain sympathetic and fair salary considera-
tion only through appeals to their elected
representatives in Congress. They cannot
hope for proper recognition at high executive
levels, in terms of fair compensation, for
the loyal and efficient services they render.

The House Post Office and Clivil Service
Committee has considered Federal salary leg-
islation in each of the last four Congresses,
including the 86th Congress. Only once in
this Tl;-year period has there been an ad-
ministrative proposal for upward salary ad-
justments—a b5-percent increase during the
84th Congress. All other general salary in-
crease bills have been bitterly opposed, Had
the administrative recommendations been

followed, over 500,000 postal workers and
over 1 million other Federal employees might
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have recelved only a 5-percent increase in
715 years. There have been three vetoes of
pay raise legislation during this period.

Notwithstanding constant administrative
opposition, the Congress has succeeded in
providing salary increases totaling nearly 20
percent for postal employees and slightly less
for other Federal employees during this 714~
year period. Were it not for the interven-
tion of Congress, therefore, Federal em-
ployees would be in even greater distress
than they now find themselves.

Review of the record confirms the over-
whelming weight of evidence presented, at
extended committee hearings on HR. 9883
and over B0 companion hills, that immediate
and substantial Federal employee-salary
adjustments are necessary in the interest of
efficiency in the Government and fairness
to Government employees.

I think it is of the utmost importance
that we unmask for all to see the ruthless
attitude of this administration toward
Federal employees. We ought to make
clear to those of the public who are still
misled by the slick Madison Avenue
slogans that this much self-advertised
“Administration with a heart” has ten-
derness in its breast—but only for bank-
ers for whom it has every sweet solicitude
and whom the administration has en-
riched to the tune of billions in unwar-
rar.nted high interest rates paid by each
of us.

During the hearings before the House
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
the administration, through its spokes-
men, Maurice H. Stans, Robert B. An-
dersen, and Arthur E. Summerfield
stanchly fought well-deserved pay raises
for Federal employees, calling such in-
creases inflationary, unjustified, fiscally
irresponsible—and, yes, practically un-
American.

I am confident that this Congress will
again intercede for the many, many con-
scientious and loyal Government workers
and make it unmistakably clear that to
hold a Federal job a man or woman does
not implicitly have to take a vow of
poverty.

I strongly urge the passage of H.R.
9883 by such an overwhelming vote that
any thought of a sustainable veto will
be out of the question.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BRown].

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr, Chair-
man, our distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. MOULDER],
is in Walter Reed Hospital today or he
would have been here to vote for this bill.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
vield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GiL-
BERT].

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the House Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, I had the op-
portunity to listen to the many witnesses
who appeared at the hearings held on
the pay-increase bill now before us for
consideration. It was clearly proven,
to my satisfaction, that an increase of
at least 9 percent would have to be
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granted if our postal and classified Fed-
eral employees were to be given adequate
help.

They have been suffering real hard-
ships; they have been struggling under
the burdens of ever-increasing living
costs and high taxes. Those with fam-
ilies to support have found it impossible
to make ends meet, and meager living
and deprivations have been their lot. In
a high percentage of cases, postal em-
ployees have had to seek outside work
in addition to their post office positions,
in order to meet their obligations. This
has meant the sacrifice of loss of time
with their families and a lessening of
their morale and sense of well-being.
We find that many wives have had to
leave their home duties and find jobs in
order to help maintain a decent stand-
ard of living. All this is most unfair;
surely, our faithful employees are en-
titled to a living wage, to time for rec-
reation, to a just reward for the services
they render.

I was happy to vote for the 9 per-
cent increase and pleased when our com-
mittee took favorable action on the bill.
Thereafter, when it appeared that there
would be a serious delay in bringing the
pay increase bill before the House for
action, a petition was placed on the
Speaker's desk to discharge the Com-
mittee on Rules from further considera-
tion of the bill. Although I was en-
gaged in a serious primary confest in my
congressional district, I made a special
trip from New York to Washington for
the sole purpose of signing the discharge
petition, and then returned immediately
to New York to continue with my
arduous campaign schedule. I wished
to make this effort for our postal and
classified Federal employees, because I
appreciated the fact that it was im-
perative for Congress to take favorable
action in their behalf without further
delay.

Now it appears that the 9 percent in-
crease voted by our committee is in grave
danger of defeat; that the President
would veto such a bill, and that we do
not have enough strength to override the
veto. A compromise appears necessary,
and the increase of 7% percent is now
proposed. Although I feel that an in-
crease of at least 9 percent should be
granted, if that would mean complete
defeat of a pay increases bill until next
year, then I am compelled to go along
with the compromise figure. While the
7% percent figure is inadequate, it will
alleviate somewhat the hardships which
our postal and Federal classified employ-
ees are now suffering. They look to us
for assistancce, and it is our duty to help
them to the utmost of our ability.

I am fully cognizant of the fact that
a pay raise is required for the employees
covered by the bill. Therefore, in the
event of a veto by the President, I shall
vote to override the veto.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. OLIVER] o
a member of the committee.

Mr, OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, as I sat
through the long—and, I must confess,
sometimes tedious—hearings before our
committee on pay legislation for postal
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and other Federal employees, I was
struck forcibly by several points.

First of all, I would observe that the
representatives of the employee groups
and their associates certainly had done
their homework; they presented the
hard and incontrovertible facts. On the
other hand, it seemed to me that much
of the administrative opposition delved
into as much fancy as fact.

As demonstrated in the committee re-
port, the employees overwhelmingly
proved not only their dire need for sal-
ary raises—now, not in the future—but
also proved beyond question that their
request is more than justified.

Administrative opposition, summed up
in a nutshell, revolves almost completely
around a proposal to delay action pend-
ing completion of a study.

Now I, for one, have had enough of
administrative studies. As brought out
in our hearings, during the past 10 years
some 45 authoritative studies on Federal
salary matters have been made. Every
single one either reposes in a wastebasket
or gathers dust in a forgotten file. There
have been no tangible results at all.

And so, I think, may be the case with
the study which we are now asked to
await before granting salary increases.
This study is completely beside the point.
Even the proponents of the study ac-
knowledge it will deal only with the
higher, or supervisory, salary levels.
Only a very small percentage of Federal
employees possibly could be concerned
in that study. Here, we are concerned
with over 115 million employees to whom
the study will have very litile sig-
nificance,

The chief and the strongest opponent
of any pay raise has been the Post Office
Department. In answer to direct ques-
tions, departmental representatives as
much as confessed they would not ap-
prove a 1 percent or 3 percent pay raise.
Now let us see how this Department
handles its own responsibilities.

This is the same Department that
reported officially on its expenditures to
a private management consultant for
advice as to how the Department should
be managed—that is, advice on how offi-
cials of the Department should do their
jobs. This is the same Department that
paid directors of the private consultant
$400 a day for a 4Y;-hour day. This is
the Department that paid associates of
the private consultant as much as $250
a day for a 4%-hour day. This is the
Department that willingly pays out these
outlandish benefits to a private contrac-
tor to do work which postal officials
should do; but will not agree that the
letter carriers for example have earned
17 or 18 cents more an hour, as provided
in the substitute amendment we will
consider later.

This contracting out of administrative
and management responsibilities of itself
is highly questionable. The people to
whom these vast sums are being paid are
purported to be geniuses. It would be
all right if they knew the answers, but
in this instance, at least, the consultants
had to go out and hire still other con-
sultants to help them get the answers.

I hope that the Congress will see to it
that our loyal and conscientious postal
employees are given just a little bit of
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the fing consideration the Department
lavished on these consultants to the con-
sultants to the postal officials.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SANTANGELO].

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the committee
amendment to H.R. 9883. This bill pro-
vides for a 72 percent increase across
the board for all postal employees and
makes permanent the 2! percent tem-
porary increase which the postal em-
ployees have been receiving since 1958.

I support this bill because I believe that
the greatest force against communism
within our borders is a satisfied Govern-
ment worker who is proud of his em-
ployment, satisfied with his salary, and is
faithful to his duties. I believe that a
Government employee deserves a salary
which will permit him to work in dignity,
to obtain the basic necessities of life and
to maintain his family as a unit. At the
present time postal employees are paying
this week’s bill with next week's check
or with borrowed funds. This condition
must not be tolerated, it must not be
permitted.

Let us examine the status of postal
workers. Ninety-five percent of letter
carriers are family men. Thirty-one
percent must hold down a second job to
try to meet their rent, their food ex-
penses and to pay for the education of
their children. Forty-three percent of
their wives work and when they do their
children are to a certain extent neglect-
ed. Ninety-three percent of all of the
letter carriers operate at a deficit and
must borrow funds. The annual deficit of
an average letter carrier's family is $903.
Credit unions have demonstrated that
postal employees must borrow funds in
order to meet their expenses.

This bill will cost our Government an
additional $680 million. As a member
of the Appropriations Committee I have
had the privilege of voting to cut re-
quests and to reduce funds of over a bil-
lion dollars for wasteful practices in
agricultural projects, in military con-
struction projects, and in wasteful for-
eign handouts. I have fought for econ-
omy but not for false economy. These
increases are not inflationary nor are
they conducive to inflation. These in-
creases are for services and do not pro-
duce a product, the price of which is
raised. These services will be rewarded
by these increases to meet the inflation-
ary spiral brought about by rising steel
prices, by rising military purchases and
wasteful administrative practices. Too
long have Government employees sub-
sidized with their substandard wages the
bonanzas and windfalls which banks
and financial institutions received by
reason of our Government paying a
higher rate of interest on Government
bonds. Too long have Governmeni em-
ployees subsidized warehousemen who
are favored by this administration with
high rates for storage of our surplus
grain, cotton, and wheat. Too long have
our Government employees subsidized
with their substandard wages the em-
ployees of foreign governments and for-
eign businesses. We must help now.

While the wages of employees of pri-
vate concerns rise, the wages of Govern-
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ment employees have had percentage in-
creases on originally low salaries. We
must realize that if we continue to allow
the relative position of postal and gov-
ernmental employees to deteriorate, our
postal service will decline,

We in Congress are the advocates of
postal workers and governmental em-
ployees. They do not have the right to
strike, they cannot resort fo collective
bargaining to correct inequities, they
cannot sit down in the face of speedup
systems. They can only come to us, to
testify as to their needs, to implore their
representatives for economic justice and
to be treated as family men and Ameri-
cans. We have heard their pleas and I
for one shall not fail them. I trust that
this bill will pass.

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 9883, a bill to
provide salary increases for postal and
other Federal employees. Frankly, I
believe that a pay increase for our Fed-
eral employees is in order, it is deserved,
and desirable at this time, particularly
as it applies to the postal workers.

Although I have consistently favored
legislation for this purpose, I do regret
that we find ourselves considering this
proposal in this manner. I did not sign
the petition for several reasons. As a
matter of fact, I have never signed a
discharge petition. It seems to me that
this move to bring the bill, H.R. 9883, to
the floor by this method, without giving
adequate opportunity to employ the use
of a rule, does more harm than good.
There are inequities in this bill and the
House is foreclosed from making such
changes. As I said, I am for a pay raise
and a reasonable raise at that. But we
can go too far and perhaps destroy our
actual objective.

In any event, I shall support this bill
today and I am glad that the committee
has at least considered giving the House
an opportunity to act on a figure which
has a more reasonable chance to become
a reality. I hope that this issue and this
problem can be resolved properly and
well because I sincerely want the em-
ployees to receive the salary increase
they deserve.

Mr. REES of Eansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I realize as much as
you do the futility of further debating
the question involved here. I realize I
am not changing any votes.

It seems to me that when we are deal-
ing with legislation to spend well over
three-quarters of a billion dollars, the
Members of the House should have an
opportunity to agree to or disagree with
provisions of the bill; however, those
who are today the managers of this bill
deliberately filed a resolution which was
a closed rule—no amendments other
than committee amendments could be
offered—and then passed it off on the
Members of the House whom they urged
to sign a discharge petition as the only
way they could get a vote for a pay bill.
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It should be clear that Resolution 537
provided for an open rule and Members
of the House could have voted on vari-
ous provisions of the bill which they
felt should be perfected. The petition
method boomeranged on the bill sponsors
because they themselves found it ex-
pedient to amend the bill. To get this
done they exercised every pressure and
did not give the Members an opportunity
for even an overnight reading of the bill
before they forced action.

It is most unfortunate, in my judg-
ment, to delude the million and a half
employees into believing a pay raise is
now assured. If we are to be guided by
the testimony before our committee, the
President will not approve this bill as
presently written.

The experience of Congress thus far
with respect to overriding vetoes is that
the House and Senate are in favor of
supporting the President. It seems to
me that it is not proper to make Federal
employees believe they are going to get
increases that are not yet in sight. This
is what I have tried to avoid.

I offered a 6 percent pay raise amend-
ment in committee. I was prepared to
do everything I could to convince the
President that such an increase might
be approved, but I could not, in the face
of our testimony, do it for a bill of this
sort which would further distort the pay
structure by adding extra pay in certain
grades.

Let me repeat, I am in favor of fair,
adequate, and equitable pay for those
who are employed in Government. I do
not believe the bill we are voting on today
meets these objectives.

Here is an interesting thing. You
have been handed a bhill that you have
not even seen before. It consists of
about 20 or 25 pages. You are going to
vote on it without even reading it. You
have not had a chance to read it. It
involves expenditure of $700 million. It
affects 2 million people in Government.
And yet you are required to vote either
for or against the bill without having
a chance to offer a single amendment.
It is rather a poor way of handling legis-
lation in a representative form of gov-
ernment, as I see it. It sounds a little
like a dictatorship, does it not? Youcan
judge for yourself. I could add one
more thing. You have not even had a
chance to look at the hearings, and the
worst of it is the leadership in charge
of the bill does not seem too concerned.
It would not be so bad if it were not so
important.

‘We should recommit the amended bill.
We should send it back to the committee,
where it could be promptly and carefully
considered.

FEDERAL PAY SYSTEMS CAN NEVER STAY FIXED

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add the
following statement:

It has been my privilege to have served
on a committee responsible for eivil serv-
ice affairs of Federal employees ever
since I came to Congress in 1937,
Through these years it has been my ex-
perience that it is indeed difficult to
develop any one particular pay plan
that will adequately serve the more than
2 million Federal employees. After all,
our compensation procedures deal with
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people and, as such, the pay procedures
and systems must change with the
changing times. It was my privilege to
be chairman of the Civil Service Com-
mittee in 1948 with the 80th Congress,
and at that time a study was begun that
eventually became the Classification Act
as it is basically written today. It re-
quired some 2 years’ study and work by
the committee and its staff to develop
the pay plan found in the Classification
Act of 1949. Much has happened since
then that would cause us to recognize
a new pay program is necessary.
PRESENT PAY SYSTEM NEEDS CORRECTING

What is wrong with the present pay
system? In the first place, the present
pay procedure is actually no system at
all. Several recent studies of our wage
and salary procedures have brought out
this point.

Another one of the most common ob-
jections to the present classified Federal
salary system is that it is overrigid. This
is reflected in the existence of conditions
under which administrative and operat-
ing personnel encounter numerous im-
pediments in the effective accomplish-
ment of programs due to specific re-
quirements of the law. The question
may be raised, Have we spent too much
time on minute details of job descrip-
tions and have not given enough thought
to a declaration of congressional policy
on pay for Federal employees?

The value and the effect of exceptional
or superior performance of individuals
in Government civilian positions have
been to a large degree overlooked in the
Classification Act as it is presently ad-
ministered. Each position is placed in
a class, and each class is placed in a
grade, and each grade by law is given a
rigid set of salary rates.

It is now recognized that the step in-
creases in the salary plan as provided
in the present classified pay system fall
short of realizing the full value of such
a plan, both as an incentive for the re-
cruitment of personnel or the retention
of employees. It is quite possible a
broader range within each grade might
give more comparability with pay plans
in private industry.

A close examination of the between-
erade differentials reveals the inade-
quacies and inconsistencies of our cur-
rent pay and salary procedures. There
is too little difference, salarywise, be-
tween a GS-12, for example, and a GS-
13. This might very well retard the de-
velopment of the abilities and qualifica-
tions of personnel, as well as the effec-
tive utilization of these employees.

Mr. Chairman, I am attempting to
emphasize the point that the Classifica-
tion Act of 1949, of which we were justly
proud at the time it was passed, is in
imperative need today for revision.

PROPOSED NEW PAY SYSTEM

Last year the Congress made available
to the executive branch $500,000 to de-
velop information for a new concept of
compensation of Federal employees. We
have been advised by the White House
that this information will be available by
this fall for study and that it will be
available for the Congress January 1,
1961. We have proceeded to take the
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first and one of the most important steps
forward for a new pay plan.

I believe that one of the key principles
needed in such a system will be the prin-
ciple of comparability.

You may ask the question, what is
comparability? Over the years we made
no attempt to compare the pay of Fed-
eral employees with that in private in-
dustry—ecertainly in the classified jobs.
During the 1920’s and thirties there was
a steady employment in the Federal Gov-
ernment which could not be found in any
strict comparability with private indus-
try. However, during the past 25 years
labor contracts in such industries as
steel, automobile, printing, transporta-
tion, and communications have featured
the concept that those employees last on
the job were the first off. This has
meant that for the past quarter of a
century there has developed in our pri-
vate economy a concept of steady em-
ployment. Itis now possible that we can
realistically compare the Government
worker, with his steady employment,
with his counterpart in private industry.

Some of the other features for a new
compensation system, being discussed
by both legislative and executive people,
would include:

First. Establish not only the principle
that Federal salaries should be reason-
ably comparable with salaries paid by
private industry for work of similar diffi-
culty and responsibility but also provide
the procedures to obtain on a regular
annual basis valid salary and wage infor-
mation for comparative purposes.

Second, Enable an annual review of
Federal salaries and make appropriate
adjustments on a timely and equitable
basis.

Third. Provide for coordination among
existing salary systems in the Federal
Government, so that the principle of
“equal pay for equal work™ will have real
meaning.

Fourth. Make such necessary reforms
in the Classification Act salary structure
as to make it a more effective tool of
mansagement and a more appropriate
pay schedule of the employees.

This type of compensation plan would
serve as a landmark in the history of
Federal personnel actions, much as the
Classification Act of 1949. However, if
this Congress proceeds to go down the
road of either a 9 percent or a 7% per-
cent pay raise, it will mean that this
Congress has lost an opportunity to pro-
ceed with a lasting and equitable pay
system for our Federal employees.

SUMMARY

In summary, I am opposed to either a
7% percent or a 9 percent pay raise at
this time. Evidence was not presented
to our committee to justify either per-
centage increase.

An across-the-board pay increase of
such size would merely accentuate cur-
rent inadequacies in our salary and wage
procedures. H.R. 9883, as amended,
represents a patchwork approach to our
compensaton systems when actually we
need a new and basic change, as I have
indicated earlier.

It has been my honor and privilege to
work for almost a quarter of a century
in the Congress for the civilian employ-
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ees of the Federal Government. Over
these years I have been impressed by
their loyalty, sincerity, and desire to do
a good job. The position I take foday
represents in the long run the construc-
tive and eguitable approach for the Fed-
eral employee, for the management of
our Federal departments and agencies,
and for the American taxpayer.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. BARrY].

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, it has
been my privilege as a new member of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service to act as one of a group of direc-
tors over the largest communications sys-
tem in the world, namely, the Post Office
Department of our Government, which,
as you know, represents 50 percent of
the postal service of the entire world.

It has also been my privilege to be a
member of the Civil Service Committee
of the same Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service and, as you know, the Civil
Service Committee has more to do with
the personnel of the largest group of
people working for any one instrumen-
tality than any other in the entire world.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? 3

Mr. BARRY. I will be happy to yield
to the distinguished gentleman.

Mr. WALTER. As I understand, there
is nothing in the legislation under con-
sideration which provides for an in-
crease in the salary of the assistant U.S.
attorneys. Now, I think it is indeed un-
fortunate because here is a class of hard
working—and, I mean it, very hard work-
ing—dedicated public servants who re-
ceive no increase whatsoever. It would
seem to me that your committee is over-
looking a grave injustice when you re-
port out a bill that does not provide for
this group of Federal employees.

Mr. BARRY. I thank the gentleman
for his observation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
vield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Gra¥l.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this very worthwhile legisla-
tion and I commend the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. MoORRI-
son], and the other members of the com-
mittee for this compromise in an effort
to try to avoid a Presidential veto. If a
veto should come we should by all means
vote to override it.

Mr. Chairman, I introduced a salary
increase bill calling for 1214 percent, and
I sincerely believe the postal and Gov-
ernment workers are solely in need of
that amount if they are to enjoy a decent
living ; however, the committee has faced
the practical reality of trying to pass a
bill that refliects a compromise and one
that has a chance of being signed by the
President or being overridden. For that
reason we are supporting the 7.-per-
cent amendment in an effort to take a
%:;: of bread if we cannot have a whole

Mr. Chairman, we could advance
strong arguments for this bill all day
long. I have many postal workers in my
district who are holding down part-
time jobs in an effort to supplement their
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inadequate postal salaries, because if
they did not they would not be be able to
provide their families with the bare ne-
cessities of life and properly educate their
children. In cases such as this the
employee and the Government are both
being cheated. The Government is being
cheated because a man cannot work
night and day and give his best to the
postal service. The employee is being
cheated because he has no time to spend
with his family and contribute to his
community. Furthermore, the postal
worker who holds down two jobs is de-
priving some unemployed person of the
second job that he needs so badly. Mr.
Chairman, this is a disgrace to our Fed-
eral workers and the Government to
force this type of situation upon our
postal workers and Federal employees.
A Tl5-percent raise will not cure all the
ills of pay inequity but it will go a long
way toward that end. I strongly urge
my colleagues to support this much
needed legislation because I am confident
everyone will benefit.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. Moss].

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have
listened carefully throughout the de-
bate this afternoon to see if things had
changed any in the past 8 years, and
they have not. The arguments of those
in opposition have been the same; sub-
stantively the same. And, what are
they? Well, the minority leader tells us
it faces a certain veto. That was the
same message conveyed by the same gen-
tleman a number of years ago and re-
peated on each occasion since. No. 2, we
were told the department had a deficit.
Well, if we apply the same criteria to
every department and agency of the
Government, each and every one of them
has a deficit. Now we are told we cannot
afford it. Well, tomorrow we are going
to be asked to vote multibillion dollars
for the citizens of other lands. If we
can afford that, we can afford to deal
with equity and justice to those who
work for us.

Now, the gentleman from Kansas
says—and this is a reversal of his usual
argument—that it gives too much to
those at the top and too little at the
bottom. For 4 yearsIheard on the com-
mittee that we should revise our ap-
proach, because we were creating an
imbalance in the relationship of Federal
employees by raising too much those on
the bottom and not enough those on the
top. This is a reversal of the gentle-
man's position. Now, he also said that
he was for 6 percent. Well, I remember
when he was for 4 percent and the House
gave 8 percent. And the need for more
is still there because we have never ade-
quately adjusted salaries. We have
never once undertaken a salary adjust-
ment that reflected the many, many
months of lag time.

We are told it is against the policy of
the administration at this time. And
yet this is the very administration which
undertook to encourage a settlement in
the steel strike which inevitably led this
body to a consideration of the need for
higher salaries in Federal employment
if we were to be even half way reason-
ably competitive. The fruth is, Mr.
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Chairman, those who oppose are really
opposed to a pay raise now as they have
repeatedly been in the past. They have
not contended the amount proposed to be
excessive, they have fallen back on every
other type of argument including the
charge of steam rollering. Of course,
that charge is not true either. The bill
arrives on this floor in complete con-
formity with the rules of the committee
and of the House. The legislation has
merit, I urge its adoption.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RIEHLMAN].

Mr. RIEHLMAN., Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, al-
though I shall vote for a pay increase
bill on final passage today, I should like
to register my acute dissatisfaction with
the manner in which the leadership has
handled this legislation. It is regret-
table in the first instance that this legis-
lation was so mishandled as to necessi-
tate the filing of a discharge petition.
Nevertheless, a sufficient number of
Members saw fit to sign the discharge
petition and bring a bill calling for a 9
percent pay increase before the House.
Then, on the very day that we are asked
to vote on this bill, it is announced that
we are to be presented with a substitute
version that will not only lower the pay
increase to 7% percent, but will also
make other substantive changes in the
original text. Now we are to have a bill
before us that will be understood by only
a handful of Members because no one
will have had sufficient time in which to
devote the amount of study that a bill
of this magnitude demands. No one is
absolutely certain as to what will be in
the bill and what the effects of the bill
will be. I am truly sorry that we must
legislate in this fashion. It casts anun-
favorable reflection not only on the abil-
ity and sincerity of the leadership, but
also on the wisdom and deliberativeness
of this entire body.

Notwithstanding the highly unortho-
dox manner in which this legislation has
progressed toward final passage, I shall
support it because of my sincere belief
that the great majority of our Federal
employees are conscientious, able, and
hard working, and are fully entitled to
an increase. My only regret is that we
must achieve this worthwhile legislative
goal in such an atmosphere of inepti-
tude.

Mr. REES of Kansas, Mr, Chairman,
I yield such time as he may require to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DERr-
WINSKI].

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, in
my humble opinion, those Members of
Congress who signed the discharge peti-
tion on H.R. 9883, the postal pay in-
crease, have really performed a disserv-
ice to the postal and Federal employees
that they are seeking to aid, for this
reason: the bill having reached the floor
cannot adequately be amended to a fig-
ure consistent with fiscal responsibility.
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Representing as I do a metropolitan
area district, I sympathige and appre-
ciate the plight of especially the post
office employees in providing for their
families under their present wage scale;
however, the across-the-board increase,
without taking into consideration local
standards of living, continues to distort
the situation.

Rumor has it that the majority party
is deliberately appealing to the emotions
of Government employees by promising
a pay raise that they realize is impracti-
cal, using this issue as a means of draw-
ing a Presidential veto in order to make
political capital of the entire matter.
This may be clever polities, but it is bad
government, Certainly the postal em-
ployees deserve understanding and an
honest attempt to give them the salary
increase to which they are entitled.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield one-half minute to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. BARrY].

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to conclude my earlier remarks by
saying that never in corporate activity
would a responsible management go
about getting the kind of bill that is be-
fore us today. It would not be done.
Management would be turned out of busi-
ness were it to use the methods that were
employed on this day in this House, be-
fore this Nation, in order to get the raise
that is going to be voted by this Con-
gress. This is said without regard to
the merits of the matter.

The post office employees made a
strong case for a much-needed increase
in salaries. However, no such case was
made by other employee groups who con-
stitute approximately 1,500,000 Federal
employees. .

In fact, there is evidence to substan-
tiate that certain existing inequities have
become aggravated rather than cured
by the present bill before us.

Until a thorough comprehensive
method is evolved to establish Federal
wage rates the many loyal Federal em-
ployees and the general taxpaying public
will have to put up with the clumsy, in-
efficient, inequitable system in use by the
present Congress. Some of us hope for
better days.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Chairman, the question of study
groups came up. I would like to make
this point clear, that since 1953, in the
last T years, it is reliably reported that
there have been 45 study groups on the
question of Federal workers’ salaries. I
want to suggest this, that as far as the
Government workers are concerned, they
want less study groups and more salary.

I should also like to quote this from
the committee report:

The much-publicized steel strike settle-
ment, with the ald of the Vice President of
the United States and the Secretary of Labor,
improved pay and fringe benefits for steel-
workers who already were being paid $3.11
an hour before the strike. The postal clerk
and the letter carrier with 20 years of service
receives only §3 an hour.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman,
there are at this very moment thousands
of dedicated men and women who con-
tinue to carry on their daily tasks of
helping to provide good government for
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this Nation in a most exemplary manner
in spite of the fact that each of these
persons knows that the present wage
structure is shot through with inequities.
Now in looking for proof of this charge
of wage structure inequity I need go no
further than to quote the administra-
tion’s most recent budget message.
President Eisenhower told the Congress
in his last budget message that—

Review and coordination of the excessive
number of pay plans are the most effective
means of removing inequities which adversely
affect the Government's ability to recruit
and retain qualified personnel.

When Federal employees claim that
their wages are substandard, thus inade-
quate, they need to quote only the Gov-
ernment’s own figures. According to the
latest published data which I am able
to produce, the average median annual
wage for the great bulk of Federal em-
ployees is $4,875. More significant is the
fact that almost one-half of all so-called
white-collar workers on the Federal pay-
roll earn less than $4,500 a year.

Last February Secretary of Labor
James Mitchell was quoted as saying that
the “spendable earnings” of an indus-
trial worker with three dependents has
risen to $82 a week. The Postal Estab-
lishment offers the same worker approxi-
mately $18 a week less take-home pay.

There is ample evidence to show that
the present schedule of Federal wages
is shamefully inadequate. These stand-
ards set by the Federal Government are
certainly below the commonly accepted
requirement for a healthy and decent
standard of living. Wages are below
what employees fairly want, what their
families need, what the Nation can af-
ford, and what is needed to man our
publie service with skilled, conscientious,
and efficient personnel.

In my 14 years in Congress I have
become increasingly impressed with the
fact that the civilian employees work-
ing for the Federal Government are
first and foremost dedicated public serv-
ants. These thousands of men and wom-
en are daily serving this Nation and giv-
ing to the American people the very best
kind of government that we can have.
And since every laborer is worth his hire
this devotion to the common good by
these thousands of civilian employees of
the Federal Government must be
matched with adequate compensation.
Living in an era when we are rightly
concerned about standards of living in
even the remotest corners of the earth
and when we justly tax ourselves to pro-
vide funds not only for the military de-
fense of the free world but for economic
development and for the sharing of our
technology and vast natural and ma-
terial resources, we cannot sit idly by
and watch the standard of living creep
up among other segments of our econ-
omy and at the same time ignore the
fact that Federal employees are general-
ly the last to receive needed adjust-
ments in their compensation—often-
times long after most others in non-
Government positions have received
their adjustments to meet not only the
cost-of-living rise which now seems to
occur with almost regularity but also to
tizlzlljoy an even higher standard of liv-

g.
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Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern-
ment is constantly and rightfully using
its power and influence to secure wage
adjustments for and to help provide a
higher standard of living for workers
outside the Federal service. The Con-
gress must not sit idly by and set stand-
ards for private industry and fail to meet
these same standards when it comes to
its own employees. To do so will be
courting danger, real and eminent, and
will certainly eventually lead to in-
creased inefficiency and lessening of
service to the people of all the States.
Like wages in private industry, the Fed-
eral wage structure must be kept con-
stantly under review so as to reflect
sharp increases in the cost of living and
so as to provide even more of the com-
forts and conveniences as well as the
necessities for daily living that go to
make up every man’s life. As we advance
technologically and as more products
and services are made available to ease
man’s burden and raise his living stand-
ards, we must make certain that Federal
workers are able to partake of these
blessings.

In his state of the Union message last
January the President told this Congress,
#1960 promises to be the most prosperous
in our history.” This means higher pro-
duction, higher employment, slowly ris-
ing prices, about a 2-percent increase in
the Consumer’s Price Index, a continued
rise in profits and dividends, higher
wages and salaries. This does add up to
more prosperity except for the Federal
employees unless the adjustments called
for in this bill are enacted into law.

Myr. Chairman, this is worthy legisla-
tion, and I urge its approval.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, it
seems that the present administration is
more in tune with the interests of the
largest banking and industrial groups
than it is with the interests of ordinary
citizens. The farmers, the small busi-
nessman, the aged people all find that
either the administration is opposed to
the programs which are needed for their
welfare, or it has no program whatever.

This same attitude extends to the
field of public employment. For a num-
ber of years, postal and other Federal
employees have been seriously under-
paid. Today, I look forward to the op-
portunity to vote in favor of a long over-
due and much needed increase in pay
for these loyal public servants.

I am sorry that the bill before us took
so long in reaching this stage. It is
more than idle rumor to expect that the
President will veto the bill we are about
to pass, and that accordingly, the bill
must be sent to the desk of the Presi-
dent quickly if we are to have a chance
to escape a pocket veto.

The certainty of the veto is found in
the statements made by official wit-
nesses before the committees holding
hearings on pay legislation, and also by
the very character of the witnesses who
arose in opposition to postal and other
Federal employees’ pay legislation.

Seasoned observers with long legis-
lative records tell me they have never
seen so many officials of Cabinet rank
come to Capitol Hill to declare the ad-
ministration’s opposition to any pay
adjustment.
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The Postmaster General, himself,
evaded a direct response to the ques-
tion about whether he would favor as
much as a l-percent, across-the-board
increase. Asked by the ranking ma-
jority member of the committee whether
he would be in favor of such an increase,
the Postmaster General responded:

You know that is very interesting. I wish
you might have asked me some of these
questions earlier.

The Federal employees have been ask-
ing questions. They have been asking
why it is that they, of all people, in the
United States, should be singled out to
suffer to a greater degree than others
the impact of income deficit.

We have heard a great deal about the
postal deficit and the way in which the
increase before us would add significant-
ly to that deficit.

It is appropriate to turn the question
around and to ask, instead, of the ad-
ministration, whether it has considered
the ways in which the hundreds of thou-
sands of Federal employees have suf-
fered their own deficits and are even
now unable to compete in the economic
marketplace. The grocer does not give a
special price to the Federal employee.
Nor does the Federal employee live in
endowed housing. Similarly he does not
enjoy lower doctor bills or any other type
of special considerations.

The only consideration upon which the
Federal employee may rely is that which
is forthcoming from the Congress of the
United States. In House Report No.
1636, accompanying the bill before us,
it is declared that in just 10 years Fed-
eral employees have been pushed 20 per-
cent lower in their standards of living in
comparison to their friends and neigh-
bors in private enterprise. The report
declares:

There is only one place that the employ-
ees can come with any hope for remedial
measures; that is to their Congress.

Today, we are about to undertake to
give to the loyal Federal public servants
a measure of the economic considera-
tion they so desperately need. I shall be
happy to vote for the pay bill, and I hope
that it will be sent quickly to the Presi-
dent’s desk in order that we may have
an opportunity to take final action on
the bill before Congress adjourns.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, I
support reasonable pay increases this
year. It will be sad, indeed, if the insist-
ence on 7Y% -percent defeats all legisla-
tion in this field. The Congress has been
irresponsible with the issue by not pro-
viding increased revenues to carry the
cost of well-deserved pay increases. I
am convinced that the President will
have to veto an increase as high as 7%
percent and the workers may then end
up with nothing at all this year. A 5-
percent inecrease this year, pending a
full study of all Federal payrolls next
year, is the fairest approach to the prob-
lem. I am sorry that political maneu-
vering has placed our fine postal and
classified employees in this kind of a
bind, as there is reason to believe that
the President could sign a 5-percent bill
even under present circumstances.

Mr., ROBISON. Mr, Chairman, it has
been no easy task to wade through the
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confusing and often conflicting statis-
tics that we have had to look at in order
to try to determine the justification for
any salary increases at the present time.
As for myself, I have attempted to sup-
plement the doubtful value of those sta-
tistics with information obtained di-
rectly from postal workers in my own
congressional district.

Some of this information I have ac-
quired through personal interviews with
them, and part of it from budget sheets
which they have sent to me at my sug-
gestion showing their earnings and nor-
mal living expenses. For the great ma-
jority of postal families with whom I
have had such contact it is readily ap-
parent that they are having a difficult
time making ends meet. One of the
best yardsticks of this would seem to
be the following results of a survey I
took of my major post offices in an effort
to find out how many employees either
had to supplement their Federal wage
with outside jobs, or had to send their
wives to work.

In Binghamton, N.Y., with 362 em-
ployees of which only 303 were checked,
59 men had outside jobs and there were
102 working wives. In Johnson City,
N.Y., with 46 employees, there were 12
men with outside jobs and 5 working
wives. In Endicott, N.¥., with 82 em-
ployees, only 14 of those employees
had neither outside jobs or working
wives. In Corning, N.Y., where there are
49 employees, 5 had outside jobs and 17
had wives with jobs. In Elmira, N.Y,,
with 171 employees, 58 had to supple-
ment their wages with outside, after-
hours employment, and 60 had wives
who were working to add to the family
income. In Hornell, N.Y., with 41 em-
ployees, 12 had outside jobs and 15 had
wives with jobs. Finally, in my own
hometown of Owego, N.Y., with 20 em-
ployees, 5 men had after-hours work and
there were 12 working wives.

And so the pattern went. Even assum-
ing that it is not unusual nowadays for
many wives to work, if they are free of
confining household tasks, even though
their husbands earn an ample wage for
the family needs, I was and am con-
vinced that the case of need for a proper
salary adjustment, at least in the lower
income brackets, had been made. The
question remained of how much?

On this point, no matter what we may
do we will not and cannot satisfy every-
one. We can only use our best judg-
ment. I was of the opinion, and so
frankly stated to my postal and Federal
employee constituents, that a 9 percent,
across-the-board raise at the present
time was too much, particularly in high-
salaried classifications. Speaking frank-
ly again, I have serious reservations as
to the wisdom of as much as 715 percent,
but since at this point that appears to
be the only figure that will come before
me I shall vote for it with some reluc-
tance. In doing so, I shall also continue
to hope for the day when these matters
are removed from the political arena.

In this connection, may I remind my
colleagues that the President in his budg-
et message to the Congress last Janu-
ary stated:

Continued patching of individual Federal
salary systems is not satisfactory as a sub-
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stitute for a comprehensive Federal pay
policy, which should be developed either by
authorizing a Joint Commission such as I
proposed or by some other equally effective
means. Pending development and adoption
of such a comprehensive policy, a general pay
ralse would be unwarranted, unfair to the
taxpayers of the United States, and inequi-
table as among employees compensated un-
der different and unrelated pay systems.

That is a strong and realistic state-
ment but there has been no action to
establish a Joint Commission.

Neither has there been any serious
consideration of the President’s postage
rate increase proposals which would par-
tially finance a salary increase.

If the fate of this bill is a veto, the
failure of the Congress to seek long-range
solutions to Federal pay problems and
the expedient insistence on patchwork
measures in election years will be to
blame. The postal and classified em-
ployees in the lower pay ranges will be
the chief losers, penalized by short-
sighted and fiscally irresponsible atti-
tudes in the Congress.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, fol-
lowing careful examination of the rec-
ord, which confirms the overwhelming
weight of evidence presented in extended
committee hearings, I most earnestly
hope that prompt approving action will
be taken on this measure granting a
reasonable cost of living pay adjustment
to our postal and Federal employees.

Our Federal employees form a large
and important part of our population.
The various services they render are
fundamental and essential to national
Progress.

It is only practical common sense and
recognition of the facts of life that if our
faithful postal workers and Government
employees are encouraged, by reasonable
cost of living salary adjustments, to
meet their family obligations and face
the future with a certain confidence,
then there will be no doubt about their
efficient duty performance, their loyalty
as good Americans, and their repudia-
tion of any and all Communist inspired
propaganda.

The present bill we are considering
can accomplish these good objectives in
the national interest while at the same
time extending fair and just treatment
to Federal employees in comparison with
similar responsibilities in private in-
dustry.

As you are well aware the salaries of
our Government employees are set by
law and it requires the action of the
Congress to adjust their compensation.
Let us fulfill the trust they have demon-
strated in the Congress for fair play and
fair treatment and let us approve this
bill without further delay.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 9883, a bill which I be-
lieve to be not only well deserved but
long overdue. Although I am not a
member of the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, I do have a large
number of classified Federal employees
and postal workers in my district and
I know how increasingly difficult it has
become for them and their families to
make ends meet. The committee report,
which I hope all Members have had an
opportunity to study, makes this abun-
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dantly clear—especially the specious
arguments against a pay increase set
forth in the minority views.

The real fact of the matter, Mr. Chair-
man, is that the Post Office Depart-
ment is the biggest business in the world,
employing 550,000 people in 42,000 offi-
ces. Yet, despite the fact that personnel
standards are high, both with respect to
intelligence and character, three-quar-
ters of all postal employees must exist on
salaries of less than $5,000 and
only after 18 years of continuous service
can a postal worker receive $5,000 a year,
and his maximum compensation after
25 years of service is $5,175 per annum.

Mr. Chairman, the issue before us goes
to the very conscience of our Nation.
Can we, as the minority report would
have us do, view with complacency a
Federal personnel policy based upon sub-
standard wages. I think not. I must
say it is beyond argument that the
present administration’s attitude is one
of deliberate indifference in which pay
increases for Federal workers have been
sacrificed on the altar of an antici-
pated $4 billion budget surplus. Thus,
as in so many other areas, it becomes in-
cumbent upon the Congress to assume
leadership in this area and to take ac-
tion which we know to be necessary.

I say necessary, Mr. Chairman, because
the average salary.of a post office em-
ployee is only $4,600—not enough to
clothe, feed, and provide shelter for fam-
ilies, let alone educate children and pro-
vide a minimum of entertainment and
recreation. We must bear in mind,
surely, that research studies have shown
that an average family enjoying a normal
standard of living must have an annual
income of $6,600.

Clearly, if there is one grdup that has
been left behind in the parade toward
higher income to meet higher costs of
living, it is our classified and postal
workers. If anyone in this body has any
question on this point, I wish they would
come with me to Toledo, Ohio, and talk
to some of our postal and other Federal
employees who are willing to open up
their family budgets and show that it
simply is not possible for them to pay for
needed medicine and other essentials.
A college education for children of these
families is simply out of the question un-
less they happen to qualify for a com-
plete scholarship.

Mr. Chairman, all of us look back with
shuddering and disgust at the economic
exploitation which took place in this
country a half a century ago in the meat-
packing, coal mining, and other indus-
tries. Is the present status of our Fed-
eral employees so much worse?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to lend my support to the passage
of H.R. 9883 to provide our postal and
other Federal employees a much-needed
pay raise. The facts speak for them-
selves. In a recent issue of Labor Week
figures arrived at from basic data of the
U.S. Department of Labor, Commerce,
and Agriculture, pointed out that the
average weekly real income of postal and
other Federal workers was down 3.3 per-
cent from last year.

While the increase in salary provided
by this bill is modest, it will mean a great
deal to a postal employee who is trying
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to feed, clothe, house and educate a
family—in many cases a large family—
on a weekly take-home pay of $82 to $87.

Under the present pay scale, the postal
employee receives less pay than the un-
skilled worker, Three Presidential
vetoes have put his pay rate several years
behind that of his fellow workers in pri-
vate industry. I hope that this time the
President will approve this well-deserved
recognition of devoted service.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, I want to rise in support of
the proposals set forth by the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. Morrison] on
behalf of the faithful postal and classi-
fied Federal workers who are doing such
a wonderful job for our Government de-
spite the fact they are underpaid.

I know the committee in its careful
consideration of H.R. 9883 heard many,
many instances of how our Federal em-
ployees are forced to moonlight and take
extra jobs, how their wives are forced
to work, and other ways that they are
trying to make ends meet.

I think that it is a disgrace that this
should have to happen in the postal, and
Federal services. We should pay our peo-
ple a salary which will permit them to
live and enjoy the American standard
of living. No one should become a sec-
ond-class citizen, economically, because
he is patriotic enough to work for the
Government.

I represent the great State of Cali-
fornia, and in our State university we
have a highly respected and completely
independent group cf economists, quite
generally known as the Heller commit-
tee, which was set up for the purpose of
research in social economics. The Hel-
ler committee operates cn the concept
that its purpose is to describe and pre-
sent ficures based on salary necessary
for an employee to receive in order to
live at what is currently recognized as
comfortable living. Of course this com-
mittee goes beyond the rigid confines of
cost-of-living in attempting to describe
necessary wages for an employee and
his family to have what is considered a
comfortable living. They agree, as do I,
that there certainly must be more in this
life than a bare existence. The Heller
committee is receiving and has received
more than normal recognition in my
State and throughout the United States
as the outstanding authority in its field
and I feel that its recommendations are
of extreme value. Might I point out, Mr.
Chairman, that the Heller committee,
in its recent report, indicates that an
employee with a wife and two children
who owns his home, should receive a sal-
ary of $6,638 per year. A wage earner
who rents his home should receive a sal-
ary of $6,271. These salaries are rec-
ommended by the Heller committee on
the premise that they will meet the
American standard of living—a reason-
ably comfortable living for an employee
and his family.

I urge you gentlemen here to provide
a decent living wage for our Federal
workers. Thank you.

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, this im-
portant debate has but a few minutes
yet to claim the attention of the Mem-
bers before we are called upon to vote
upon the issue of whether or not there
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shall be straight across the boards T'2-
percent increases for the postal and other
Federal employees. And, while it is
stated by the committee there will be an
amendment offered to reduce the per-
centage from 9 percent, as previously
voted for by the committee, to the 72
percent this morning voted by the com-
mittee, the basic reason justifying any
proposed increase is the same. The re-
port by our Post Office and Civil Service
Committee, stated it was recommended
as a strong and timely affirmation of the
historic policy of the Congress that em-
ployees of the Government of the United
States of America should receive fair
compensation for the great public serv-
ice they perform for the taxpayers of the
United States.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I conclude
that their considered recommendation
of the 7ls-percent increase straight
across the boards for the postal workers
and other Federal employees, consti-
tutes a erystal-clear recognition that the
historic policy of Congress, should be
placed in practical terms and applica-
tion in accordance with their recom-
mendation that the increase be 75 per-
cent. They apparently recommend this
because it has become apparent that
there is no reasonable chance for the
White House to approve so much of an
increase as 9 percent. This recommen-
dation of reduction to Tl2 percent is,
therefore, a necessary compromise. I
not only respect our committee for mak-
ing the recommendation to lower to Tl2
percent under the circumstances, but I
compliment them on doing so. For this
Tl5-percent recommendation is not one
whit inconsistent with the firm policy
which I basically believe in, to wit, that
our post office and other Federal em-
ployees should be accorded salaries sub-
stantially in accord with those in private
enterprise, for similar and comparable
services.

For several years now, 1 have been
pleased to take the time and make the
effort of somewhat of a personal study of
conditions under which many of the
postal employees and their families in my
congressional district live. I am frank
to say, Mr. Chairman, to my personal
knowledge, dozens of these postal work-
ers are engaged in supplementary earn-
ing jobs, either before or after their
regular post office work is completed. Of
necessity, they have to seek supplemental
jobs because their postal salary is not
adequate and sufficient for them and
their growing families to decently get by
on. In many cases their wives, the
mothers of growing children, necessarily
leave the home during hours when they
should be home giving supervision to
their growing children; to also add to
the family income for shoes, bread, and
butter, and educational advantages for
their children. Many wives leave their
children in care of babysitters, or pub-
lic kindergartens; or day nurseries, and
2o to work to help out. They have to.

The committee report specifies present
earnings and anticipated earnings if this
bill passes. It identifies the necessity of
this 7'2 percent as a minimum. The
postal and other Federal workers have
no recourse to obtain a decent salary in-
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crease excepting by action of Congress.
They cannot present their just claims for
decent salary increases excepting to com-
mittees of Congress and the full mem-
bership of Congress. The reasonable
and constructive basis of collective bar-
gaining is not available to them.

Mr, Chairman, I surmise that when
this bill comes up for final passage, be-
cause this 715 percent increase straight
across the boards is recognized as so rea-
sonable and necessary and jusf, that
many Members of this great legislative
body who inherently would like to sup-
port the position taken by the distin-
guished minority leader, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK], in opposing
this raise proposal, will be found voting
“aye.” I surely hope so. I am reason-
ably sure that all the Members of the
California delegation on both sides of
the political aisle recognize that with the
steady and sharp increase in the cost of
living in California, the cost of the ne-
cessities of life in California, will justify
an “aye” vote for this 7'2-percent pro-
posal. I shall vote for it even though
the distinguished minority leader has
stated on this floor, substantially, he did
not believe the bill would finally be en-
acted into law. This would indicate
that while he stated it was his own indi-
vidual opinion, and that the President
of the United States had not told him
what his opinion was and what he would
do, he expects a veto. Nevertheless, I
intend to vote for what I conscientiously
and firmly believe to be right and just in
the premises.

The additional sum of less than $700
million will not increase inflation for it
will be expended by these postal and
other Federal workers for the necessities
of life. It will not unbalance the budget.
It will not be unjust or unfair to em-
ployees in private industry. It will not
set an unreasonable or impractical mini-
mum.

Mr. Chairman, it will give to the em-
ployees involved what they deserve and
what is right and just for the taxpayers,
acting through this great Congress, to
extend to their fellow Americans in the
postal and other Federal employment.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation in its pres-
ent form to provide salary inereases for
postal and other Federal employees. I
shall vote for the bill.

In the congressional district I repre-
sent, the postal and other Federal em-
ployees compose one of the groups which
suffers most because of the high cost of
living. At present rates it is virtually
impossible for postal employees to main-
tain a decent standard of living.

I have had many discussions with
groups of postal workers and other Fed-
eral employees who live in New York
City and I can attest that most of them
are forced to take additional employ-
ment elsewhere during their off hours.
Their wives work in order to meet essen-
tial needs. Is it too much to ask that
these citizens be adequately compen-
sated?

It is unfortunate that those Federal
employees who live in large urban areas
should be penalized. I am hopeful that
one day we will enact Federal pay legis-
lation that is realistically geared to a
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cost of living index around the country.
What may be fair pay in a small rural
community is not fair pay in New York
City.

This bill, calling for a 7!5-percent
across-the-board increase is a fair com-
promise and I am happy to vote for it.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Chairman, our
Government has a tremendous responsi-
bility today—greater than ever before.
The quality of the discharge of this re-
sponsibility depends to a very great ex-
tent upon the 2,200,000 civilian em-
ployees of the Government.

There are a number of ways in which
pay scales can affect the quality of the
work the Government receives from its
civilian employees: First, by attracting
more and better qualified candidates for
Government service, second, by encour-
aging experienced employees to remain
in Government service; third, by pro-
viding incentive and increasing morale.
We cannot afford today to have a de-
moralized civil service.

There has not always been a crisis.
We have been fortunate to have em-
ployees of quality and dedication. We
could have continued to underpay our
employees and would still have had
many who were dedicated and quali-
fied—and only considerations of the
justice of it all would have made us pay
them more. But today, we are forced
to consider more than justice.

We need to make Government service
attractive to young people who will make
it their career. Young people today are
not so much interested in the things
that are going to happen to them in 20
to 30 years from now as they are in the
immediate present. They think not in
terms of some future date, but in terms
of today, in terms of present-day food
and clothing and shelter, and education
for their children. Unless the wage of
postal and Federal employees is made
and remains sufficiently attractive, the
postal service and the Government gen-
erally are going to be unable to attract
and, perhaps even more important, re-
tain the best type of young people. Low
pay scales force the prospective em-
ployee to choose between responsibility to
his job interests or his loyalty to his Gov-
ernment and responsibility to the eco-
nomic well-being of his family.

The “Report on Civilian Compensation
in the Executive Branch of the Federal
Government,” compiled by the steering
committee of the Interdepartmental
Committee on Civilian Compensation in
November 1957, stated in summary:

Personnel turnover is increasing and qual-
ity is decreasing. Many jobs remain un-
filled. Quality and quantity of applicants is
Inadequate.

Why are we failing to attract qualified
applicants? Why are dropouts increas-
ing? The commitiee hearings on Fed-
eral and postal pay raise bills are full of
figures indicating that pay of Govern-
ment workers is lagging seriously behind
rates for comparable jobs in the private
sector of the economy. For example,
during the period between July 1951 and
November 1959, post office clerks re-
ceived wage increases averaging 3815
cents per hour, or approximately 20 per-
cent, while production workers in manu-
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facturing industries received wage in-
creases averaging 70 cents per hour and
in excess of 45 percent. In July of 1951,
after the enactment of Public Law 204 of
the 82d Congress, the entrance rate for
a substitute post office clerk was $1.611%
per hour. This was about 1.8 cents per
hour above the industrial average. By
November of 1959 the entrance rate for
a post office clerk was 27.2 cents per hour
short of the industrial average.

The purchasing power of many Gov-
ernment employees today is substantially
behind that of 1939. For G-5, G-T7, G-9,
G-11 and G-13 employees, a percentage
wage increase of from 5.2 percent to 20.3
percent would be necessary to give them
the purchasing power they had before
the war.

A study of pay scales for policemen
and firemen in large metropolitan cen-
ters, where 40 percent of all postal em-
ployees live and work, reveals that the
lowest wage in 10 of 17 cities studied
was greater than the highest wage which
a letter carrier or clerk can receive ac-
cording to the national postal salary
schedule.

The evidence presented to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service
clearly shows, according to indicators
such as purchasing power and compara-
tive wages, that our Government and
postal employees are underpaid.

A pay raise for Federal employees
has been criticized as a contribution to
inflation. We do not know if rising
wages are a cause of inflation. Even
if they were, merely equalizing wages of
Federal employees would not push up
other wages. Those wage demands
which endanger stability are not the
ones which equalize, but those which
are excessive and unnecessary. It is
definitely not excessive and unreason-
able to ask that Federal employees be
paid at rates “reasonably comparable”
to those in private business. The ad-
ministration cites reasonable compara-
bility as a basis for judgment of Federal
wage scales, If this is so, why do they
not help us to make the wages com-
parable?

The administration suggests that we
should wait for further studies of com-
parability. Many of us would like to
see a comprehensive plan for coupling
Government and postal pay increases to
increases in the rest of the economy.
But we cannot wait. Should we post-
pone & raise in salaries, we will have
increasing difficulty in finding qualified
applicants for Government service, in-
creasing numbers of resignations, and
inereasing demoralization. Do we have
the right to say once again to our Gov-
ernment and postal employees: ‘“Just
wait another couple of years and keep
up your good spirits. As soon as we
finish all our studies of the problem
we will all agree on a comprehensive
plan to provide regular salary increases.
We are sorry, but we just do not know
vet how to give you the salaries you
deserve.”

‘We need gualified workers in Govern-
ment service. There, employees are per-
forming functions which are crucial to
the national defense, safety, economy,
and welfare. Large numbers of them
act in direct support of defense activ-
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ities or in other equally important tasks
wherein failure might adversely affect
the entire Nation. Not only do we have
a responsibility to our present employees,
but it is necessary that we have a Gov-
ernment service which is efficient and
up to the enormous responsibility which
faces it. I would feel responsible to
neither my fellow citizens who are Gov-
ernment workers nor to the citizens of
the country who demand and deserve
good government, if I did not continue
to support a just rate of pay for Federal
and postal employees. H.R. 9883 will
go a long way toward making their sal-
aries what they should be.

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support and urge favorable ac-
tion on H.R. 9883, a bill to reaffirm the
historic policy of Congress that em-
ployees of the Government of the United
States shall receive fair compensation for
the great public service they perform.

To state the objective differently, the
bill recognizes that the high quality of
service which is required for the con-
duct of the Government’s business war-
rants recognition, in terms of salaries
and wage rates, at least equal to that
which is given to comparable services in
private enterprise which is protected and
supported by the Government.

As originally reported by the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service, this
bill would provide fair and reasonable
compensation comparable to that en-
joyed by employees in private industry
by giving a 9-percent across-the-board
pay increase to those categories of Fed-
eral employees consistently included in
salary legislation. As now amended, it
provides a somewhat lesser raise of Tl2
percent, which is certainly not excessive
in any event and represents a sincere
effort to make sure that this legislation
does not end in a stalemate between Con-
gress and the Executive. If this bill is
vetoed and the veto is not overridden,
then it will be obvious to all that no com-
promise could possibly have been ef-
fected, since those of us concerned with
this legislation have more than leaned
over backward to try to pass a bill which
can become law.

The evidence presented during the
hearings on H.R. 9883 establishes beyond
a doubt that a pay increase is warranted.
During its consideration of the various
pay bills, the committee was faced with
the difficult problem of deciding what
rate of increase should be proposed. It
is my conviction that this decision should
be based on a determination of the
amount required to provide Federal em~
ployees with pay comparable to that in
private enterprise. This view recognizes
that all that postal and other Federal
employees have ever asked of their Gov-
ernment is fair and timely salary pro-
visions.

My motion in committee to amend
HR. 9883 to provide for a 9-percent
across-the-board increase was approved
by the committee on a conclusion that
this amount of increase would achieve
reasonable comparability.

The proposed pay increases would ap-
ply to slightly more than 1) million
employees of the Federal Government.
The 9-percent raise would have meant
an estimated cost of approximately $846
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million. The lesser raise will cost about
$680 million. It must be recognized that
these 1142 million employees are the peo-
ple responsible for performing the tasks
incident to an annual Federal expendi-
ture of well over $70 billion. It seems to
me that the estimated cost is a complete-
ly reasonable price to pay to assure fair
compensation to a group of employees
who, in the aggregate, bear so great a
responsibility.

The opposition to a pay increase has
been based primarily on two arguments,
neither of which, to me, is persuasive.

In the first place, the administration
has argued that a pay increase at this
time would have an unfavorable effect on
its anticipated $4.2 billion budget surplus
for next year. Certainly, there can be
no argument against economical govern-
ment or against the achievement of a
budget surplus by legitimate economies.
At the same time, reasonable people will
agree, I think, that withholding pay from
its work force is too high a price to pay
for a budget surplus. This argument
against pay increases raises a serious
question whether the administration may
be seeking to achieve personal objectives
and political advantage at the expense
of its civilian employees, who are clearly
entitled to a salary increase at this time.

The second major argument has been
that all efforts to adjust Federal salaries
should await the results of a comparative
study of Federal and private industry
salaries, which has been recently under-
taken by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
This argument, it seems to me, is com-
pletely specious in the light of the over-
whelming evidence which shows that
Federal employees generally are now far
below the levels of comparable salaries in
private enterprise. Administration rep-
resentatives who now oppose pay in-
creases have themselves consistently
maintained that the Government has ex-
treme difficulty in recruiting and retain-
ing competent employees in the Govern-
ment because of disparities in pay. In
this connection, the Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission, in testimony
before the Subcommittee on Manpower
Utilization on December 4, 1959, stated:

In contrast, statutory increases in the
Classification Act pay schedules have been
much less frequent and have usually trailed
far behind such changes in industry. The
result has been an almost continuing un-
favorable competitive position in the labor
market for the kinds and quality of white
collar employees needed to staff the varied
and complex activities of our Government,

It is difficult to understand what pur-
pose, other than mere delay, would be
accomplished by awaiting the results of
the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ survey
in the face of the clear evidence we have
before us.

The evidence presented during the
hearings on H.R. 9883 and a number of
companion bills establishes without any
doubt that immediate and substantial
Federal employee salary adjustments are
necessary in the interest of efficiency in
the Government and fairness to Govern-
ment employees. The evidence clearly
shows that (a) Federal employees are
substantially below the level of the na-
tional economy; (b) that the salaries
paid Federal employees do not compare
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favorably to salaries paid for comparable
work in private enterprise; and (e¢) that
the rates of salary increases for Federal
employees have lagged far behind the
rates of increases in private enterprise
over a period of years.

The following are only a few of the
many comparisons which were presented
during the committee hearings and
which convince me that pay increases
are justified at this time.

The largest single group of employees
in the postal service are the clerks and
letter carriers. The responsibilities of
their jobs have been compared to those
of policemen and firemen. Postal clerks
and carriers are paid in a salary range
of from $4,035 to $4,875 per year. This
is generally about $1,000 a year below
the pay ranges of policemen and firemen
in 60 large metropolitan centers. In one
of the largest cities, for example, police-
men and firemen are paid in a range of
$6,396 to $6,828, roughly $2,000 more per
vear than postal elerks and carriers.

The average weekly earnings of postal
letter carriers is $89.23. A recent De-
partment of Labor publication shows
that the average weckly earnings of pro-
duction workers in various industrial
groups ranges from a low of $91.30 to a
high of $118.13. In other words, in
January 1960 the lowest paid group of
industrial workers earned $2 per week
more on the average than did the postal
employees. The highest paid group of
industrial workers earned approximately
30 percent more than the avcrage postal
employee.

The same unfavorable comparison is
shown between Federal employees in the
classified service and employees on com-
parable jobs in private enterprise. For
example, evidence has been presented to
slow that in 10 selected cities in the
country tabulating machine operators
earn an average of from $4,487 to $5,321
per year. Federal employees doing the
same kind of work are paid $3,814 per
year. Draftsmen in private industry
earn from $5,686 to $6,443 per annum as
compared to Federal pay for the same
work of $4,560 per year.

A recent Bureau of Labor Statistics
survey shows that guards in private in-
dustry in various cities are paid at rates
ranging from $1.80 per hour to $2.45 per
hour. The entrance pay for guards in
the civilian service in the Government is
$1.57 per hour and the maximum rate a
guard can earn is $1.84 per hour.

I think these few examples of com-
parable salary rates are sufficient to show
without any doubt that the current rates
of pay for Federal employees are sub-
stantially below those of comparable
workers in private enterprise. Equally
conclusive evidence has been presented
to show that the salaries paid to Federal
workers have not kept pace with the
inereases and cost of living and as a re-
sult it is now necessary for far too many
Federal employees to accept outside
spare time employment in order to pro-
vide their families with the necessities
of life.

It has also been shown, and this is
admitted by administration representa-
tives, that a great deal of the turnover
of technical and professional people in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the Government results from the Gov-
errment’s inability under existing salary
scales to successfully compete with pri-
vate industry for the services of those
capable and well gualified necessary to
perform many of the Government's
functions.

I urge favorable action on this bill in
order to recognize fairly and equitably
the loyal, devoted service of the Govern-
ment’s civilian employees by giving them
pay more nearly comparable to that en-
joyed by their counterparts in private
enferprise. Favcrable action would fur-
ther assure the Government'’s ability to
recruit and retain the employees who
have the qualifications and abilities to
carry out the important responsibilities
necessary to the preservation of the
Government,

As the CongressioNAL REcorp will
show, I was the first Member of the
House to join our colleague, Representa-
tive THOMPSON, in signing the discharge
petition which succeeded in bringing this
bill before us, a discharge petition I am
glad to say that I persuaded many other
Members of the House also to sign. It
is unfortunate that we had to take this
unusual means of obtaining signatures
from a majority of the membership in
order to overcome obstructions to the
orderly consideration of this bill under
normal procedures.

Those of us who favor fair treatment
for Uncle Sam’s rank-and-file employees
have had to wage a constant battle
against an unsympathetic administra-
tion which flatly opposes pay raises for
the average worker. This has been the
policy from President Eisenhower on
down. Week after week, we sat in com-
mittee listening to the pros and cons on
this legislation, and throughout the
period of the hearings there was a con-
stant drumbeat of administration prop-
aganda against any pay increase what-
soever.

At this moment, we are being told that
if we reduce the size of the proposed in-
crease even further—say to 5 percent—
and perhaps add higher postal rates to
it, there is a possibility, or a remote out~
side chance, that the President may sign
such a bill. It is all very nebulous. Yet,
all of the time we were considering this
legislation in committee, the admin-
istration laid down a flat rule of no raise
at all for the rank-and-file of employees.

On the other hand, no administration
has ever worked harder at trying to
obtain pay increases for the policy-
makers of the Government—particularly
those in politically appointive offices.
The top level of civil service, in these re-
cent years of the Eisenhower adminis-
tration, has been changed almost en-
tirely into a patronage pool for the Re-
publican National Committee. Career
Government employees are given to un-
derstand that it helps to have Republi-
can ties if they expect to obtain promo-
tion to the top posts in what is supposed
to be the career service. I am sure if
it could find a way to provide pay in-
creases only for Government employees
in so-called policymaking jobs—and
under this administration that covers a
multitude of employees with political
sponsorship—the administration would
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gladly support such a bill. But this
bill—to reward the entire classified and
postal services—is bitterly opposed on
grounds that the cost of living has not
risen enough since the last pay raise to
justify the proposed increases so why
enable any Government worker to get
ahead?

When organized labor was fighting for
the principle of wage escalation to meet
increases in living costs, many of the
same people now deciding policy for this
administration bitterly opposed the idea
as something right out of Moscow. Ac-
tually, of course, collective bargaining as
we know it is the farthest thing away
from the Russian system, but you would
not think so to hear some of the com-
plaints about unions—all unions.

It is now an accepted part of our in-
dustrial economic structure, of course,
that cost-of-living increases should be
reflected in wage settlements. But that
is by no means the only measure of jus-
tifiable wage settlements in industry.
Industry and labor also agree on in-
creases reflecting increased productivity,
on increases based on increased com-
plexity of the work, on increases based
on higher educational requirements or
longer periods of training and so forth.

Now why should none of these things
be taken into consideration in deter-
mining the wages of our Government
employees? According to the adminis-
tration, the only gage should be living
costs. I disagree. I do not believe we
must have a static wage structure in
Government since we certainly do not
have one in any other field. It is not
enough, under the American system,
that a worker stay even with his earn-
ing power of 10 or 20 years ago in terms
of real income. Our economy has pros-
pered because most workers steadily,
over the years, have been able to im-
prove their standard of living—which
requires increase over and beyond living
cost increases.

In the postal system, I can say from
firsthand knowledge that low wages are
a major cause of poor employee morale
and much turnover in personnel. We
are forcing out good people who had in-
tended to make their careers in the
postal service. They cannot afford to
remain. Those who take pride in the
service, who have long years of seniority,
and who grew up in the post office and
have developed a dedication to the pub-
lic service, have suffered real financial
hardship in recent years as workers in
other fields obtained, through collective
bargaining, far better pay scales than
the postal employee. Many postal work-
ers are on double duty, taking other off-
hour jobs in order to make ends meet.
This is not fair to them or to their fami-
lies, and it is not fair to the taxpayer who
wants and expects alert and wide awake
and conscientious service from the post
office.

This is not the time, perhaps, to go
into the other problems of the postal
people under the weird operational
policies now in effect, but the combina-
tion of low pay in comparison to other
workers plus the aggravations of trying
to keep up with the razzle-dazzle of post
office directive and guidelines and ex-
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perimentation in mail routing policies—
policies which seem to be based on a
program of change merely for the sake
of change—make the postal service a
most unhappy place these days. A wage
raise will help, at least, to make it a little
pleasanter until we can get rid of
bungling and chaos in the Department.

For the career classified employee, the
situation has not been quite as unhappy
as it has been for the postal employee in
recent years. The people brought in by
the Eisenhower administration to run the
other Government departments nearly
all started out on the assumption that
Government workers were drones and
morons, but gradually changed their
opinions after discovering to their sur-
prise the quality of work done by the
career employees and their conscientious
devotion to dufy. So it has not been
fashionable lately in most agencies—as
it has been during the past 7 years in the
Post Office Department—to regard the
Government employee as a brainless,
slipshod, disinterested worker. Never-
theless, Government employment has not
yet been restored to the professional
prestige it enjoyed prior to this adminis-
tration, and pay scales have not kept
pace with the rates paid to people with
similar skills in industry and the pro-
fessions. This bill now before us will
help to correct some of the inequality.

It is on the whole a good bill. We on
the committee worked long and hard on
it. It deserves not only the votes it will
receive to assure its passage here today
but sufficient additional votes to show we
can overcome a veto. Ihope every Mem-
ber who sincerely believes in the impor-
tance of the work done by our classified
and postal employees will make his con-
victions meaningful by supporting this
bill. Regardless of our politics, we all
know how devoted our postal employees
have been in the past—how careful and
conscientious and dedicated to service.
That spirit is now unfortunately going
out of the postal service—has been going
out of the service—because of the way
the career people have been treated by
their top bosses in Washington. Many

workers more and more take the
attitude of “What’s the wuse?” This
trend must be reversed. The place to
start is on pay scales—right now. I
hope with new leadership in the Depart-
ment in Washington we can take care of
the other side of this problem—the op-
erational chaos and bungling. Congress
cannot solve that problem right now—
the voters must act first. But we will
solve it, I hope, next year.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

Under the rule the bill is considered
as having been read for amendment. No
amendments are in order to the bill ex-
cept amendments offered by direction of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service and such amendments shall not
be subject to amendment.

The Clerk will read the committee
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert:
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“TITLE I—POSTAL FIELD SERVICE EMPLOYEES
“Short title
“Sgc. 101. This title may be cited as the
‘Postal Employees Salary Increase Act of
1960°.
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“Postal fleld service schedule
“Skc, 102, The Postal Field Service Sched-
ule contained in section 301(a) of the Postal
Field Service Compensation Act of 1955, as
amended (72 Stat. 145, 215; 39 U.S.C. 971
(a)), is amended to read as follows:

“ ‘Postal field service schedule

Per annum rates and steps
Level
1 3 4 5 6 7
1 £3, 520 £3, 635 £3, 750 £3, 805 £3, 980 £4, 095 $4, 210
o 3, 755 3,875 3, 095 4,115 4,235 4,385 4, 405
4, 020 4,150 4, 200 4, 430 - 4,570 4,710 4, 850
4 4,415 4, 565 4,716 4, 805 5, 015 5, 165 5, 315
4, 660 4,815 4,970 5,125 4, 280 5, 435 8, S
5, 040 5,210 5, 480 5, 550 5,720 5, 890 i, 060
5, 440 5, 625 5, 810 5, 995 6, 180 6, 365 6, 550
5, 920 , 120 6, 320 6, 520 G, 720 6, 020 7, 120
6, 355 6, 575 0, 795 7,015 7,235 7,456 7, 675
6, 965 205 7,445 7,685 7. 925 8, 165 8, 405
7, 670 7, 930 8, 190 &, 450 8, 710 8, 970 9, 230
8, 450 8, 735 0, 020 , 30: 500 \
9, 200 9, 600 9,910 4
10,230 | 10, 565
11, 230 11, 595 L
12, 875 12, 740
13, 695 14, 060
15, 375 15, 740
16, 815 17, 180
17, 440 R

“Rural carrier schedule

“SEC. 103. (a) The Rural Carrler Schedule contained in section 302(a) of such Act, as
amended (72 Stat. 145; 39 U.B.C. 972(a) ), is amended to read as follows:

Y ‘Rural carrier schedule

FPer annum rates and steps

3 14 5

Carriers in rural delivery service:
Fixed 1

p ion per $2, 201,00 {$2, 362,00 ($2, 433.00 [$2, 504.00 [§2, 575.00 [$2, 646.00 | $2, 717. 00
Compensation per mile per annum
for each mile up to 30 miles of route_ 65, 00 67. 00 69, 00 7L.00 73.00 75.00 77.00
For each mile of route over 30 miles. . 24.00 24,00 /i 24,00 24.00 24.00 24.00
Temporary carriers in rural delivery
serviee on routes to which no regular
earrier is assigned:
Fixed t num -] 2.201.00

Compensation per mile per annum

for each mile up to 30 miles of route.

Faor each mile of route over 30 miles.
Temporary carriers in rural delivery
serviee on routes having regular car-
riers absent without pay or on military

eave.. T i
Substitute carriersin rural delivery serv-
ice on routes having earriers absent
oo o e LS S (1)

65,00 (...
24.00

0] (0 () 0] L) "

1 Basie compensation authorized for the regular carrier.’

“(b) Section 302(c) of such Act, as amend-
ed (69 Stat. 119, 72 Stat. 145; 39 U.S.C.
972(c)), is amended by striking out ‘85,165
during the period referred to in section
304(c) or $5,085 thereafter’ and inserting in
lien thereof ‘the basic salary for the maxi-

mum step in the Rural Carrier Schedule for
a route sixty-one miles in length’.
“Fourth-class office schedule
“Sec. 104, The Fourth-Class Office Sched-
ule contained in section 303(a) of such Act,
as amended (72 Stat. 146; 39 U.S.C. 973(a) ),
is amended to read as follows:

i gth-class office schedule

Per annum rates and steps

Giross receipts L. =

1 3 4 5 7
£3,023 $3,123 $3, 223 §3, 323 £3,423 $3, 523 3,623
2,768 2, 860 2,952 3, 044 3, 136 3,228 3, 320
2,267 2,343 2,419 2,495 2, 571 2,647 2,73
1, 761 1,819 1,877 1,935 1,993 2051 2,109
1, 261 1,302 1,343 1, 384 1,425 1, 466 1, 507
1, 007 1,040 1,073 1, 106 1,139 1,172 1,205
755 779 803 827 851 875 800
505 521 537 553 560 585 601’

“Related provisions covering postal field
service employees
“Sec, 105. (a) Section 304(c) of such Act,
as amended (72 Stat. 146; 39 U.8.C. 974(c) ),
is hereby repealed.

“(b) Bection 401 of such Act, as amended
(39 U.8.C. 981), is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following subsection:

“‘(d) Any increase in basic salary granted
by law on or after the effective date of this
subsection shall not be deemed to be an
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equivalent increase in basic salary within
the meaning of subsection (a) of this sec-
tion."

“(e¢) The annual rate of basic salary of
any officer or employee whose basic salary,
immediately prior to the effective date of
this subsectlon, is at a rate between two
scheduled rates, or above the highest sched-
uled rate, in the Postal Field Service Sched-
ule, the Rural Carrier Schedule, or the
Fourth-Class Office Schedule, whichever may
be applicable, is hereby increased by an
amount equal to the amount of the increase
made by this title in the next lower rate of
the appropriate level in such schedule. As
used in this subsection, the term ‘basic
salary’ has the same meaning as when used
in the Postal Field Service Compensation
Act of 1955.

“(d) Section 204(b) of the Postal Field
Service Compensation Act of 1955, as

“ ‘Grade
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“(b) The rates of basic compensation of
officers and employees to whom this section
applies shall be initially adjusted as follows:

“(1) If the officer or employee is recelving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this section at one of the
scheduled or longevity rates of & grade in the
General Schedule of the Classification Act
of 1949, as amended, he shall receive a rate
of basic compensation at the corresponding
scheduled or longevity rate in effect on and
after such date.

“(2) If the officer or employee is receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this section at a rate be-
tween two scheduled or two longevity rates,
or between a scheduled and a longevity rate,
of a grade in the General Schedule, he shall
receive a rate of basic compensation at the
higher of the two corresponding rates in
effect on and after such date.

“(3) If the officer or employee (other than
an officer or employee subject to paragraph
(4) of this subsection), immediately prior
to the effective date of this section, is re-
celving basic compensation at a rate In
excess of the maximum longevity rate of
his grade, or in excess of the maximum
scheduled rate of his grade if there is no
longevity rate for his grade, he shall receive
basic compensation at a rate equal to the
rate which he received immediately prior
to such effective date, increased by an
amount equal to the amount of the increase
made by this section in the maximum lon-
gevity rate, or the maximum scheduled rate,
as the case may be, of his grade until (A)
he leaves such position, or (B) he is entitled
to receive basic compensation at a higher
rate by reason of the operation of the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended; but, when
his position becomes vacant. the rate of basic
compensation of any subsequent appointee
thereto shall be fixed in accordance with
such Act, as amended.

“(4) If the officer or employee, immedi-
ately prior to the effective date of this sec-
tion, is receiving, pursuant to paragraph (4)
of section 2(b) of the Federal Employees
Balary Increase Act of 1955, an existing
aggregate rate of compensation determined
under section 208(b) of the Act of September
1, 1954 (68 Stat. 1111; Public Law 763, Eighty-
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amended (39 US.C. 964(b)), is amended
by striking out ‘thirty’ wherever appearing
therein and inserting in lleu thereof *five’.

“(e) This title shall have the same force
and effect within Guam as within other pos-
sessions of the United States.

“TITLE II—GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES GENERALLY

“Short title
“Sec. 201, This title may be cited as the
‘FPederal Employees Salary Increase Act of
19860°.

“Salary increase for employees subject to
Classification Act of 1949

“Sec. 202. (a) Section 603(b) of the Clas-
sification Act of 1949, as amended (72 Stat.
203; 5 U.S.C. 1113(b)), is amended to read
as follows:

“‘(b) The compensation schedule for the
General Schedule shall be as follows:

Per annum rates

83,400 $3,500 $3,505 $3,000 §3,785  $3,880
3,700 3,795 3, 800 3,085 4,080 4,180
3,040 4,035 4,130 4,230 4,335 4,440
1, 4,305 4,410 4,515 4,610 4,725
4, 570 4,735 4,000 5,065 5, 230 5,395
5,060 5,225 5,390 5, 565 5,720 5, 885
5, 505 5§, 760 5,925 6, 090 6, 2656 6, 420
6,130 8,295 , 460 6, 625 6, 700 6, 955
6, 690 B, 855 7,020 7,185 7,350 7, 515
7, 260 7,425 7, 590 7,756 7. 920 8,085
7,930 8, 195 8, 460 8,725 8, 000
9,345 a,610 9,875 10,140 10,4056

11,050 11,815 1L, 580 1,845 12,110

12,645 12,010 13,175 13,440

14,250 14,580 14,910 5.

15,735 16,0000 16,265

17,025 17,200 17,555

third Congress), plus the amount of the
increase provided by section 2 of the Federal
Employees Salary Increase Act of 1955 and
by section 2 of the Federal Employees Salary

CagEl B e SRR e $17,510  §17,990  $18,470  $18,950  §19,430  $10,650  §19, 700
Class 2. 15,110 15, 470 15, 830 16, 160 16, 550 16, 910 7,20
Class 3. 12,710 13,070 13,430 13, 790 14,150 14, 510 14, 70
Class4__ . 10, 705 11, (86 11, 395 11, 695 11, 995 12,205 12, 506
Class 5 8, R75 9,175 9, 475 9,775 10, 075 10, 375 10, 675
(;IW G. 7,315 7, 555 7,795 8, 035 8,275 8, 515 8, 755
Class 7 6, 115 6, 205 6, 475 6, 655 6, 535 7. 015 7,195
Class 8. S 5, 160 &, 340 5, 520 5,700 5, 830 6, 240

“(e) The second sentence of section 415
of such Act (20" U.S.C. 870) is amended to
read as follows: ‘The per annum rates of

June 15

Increase Act of 1958, he shall receive an
aggregate rate of compensation equal to the
sum of (A) his existing aggregate rate of
compensation determined under such rection
208(b) of the Act of September 1, 1954, (B)
the amount of the increase provided by sec-
tion 2 of the Federal Employees Salary In-
crease Act of 1955, (C) the amount of the
increase provided by section 2 of the Federal
Employees Salary Increase Act of 1958, and
(D) the amount of the increase made by this
section in the maximum longevity rate of his
grade, until (i) he leaves his position, or
(ii) he is entitled to receive aggregate com-
pensation at a higher rate by reason of the
operation of this title or any other pro-
vision of law; but, when such position be-
comes vacant, the aggregate rate of com-
pensation of any subsequent appointee
thereto shall be fixed In accordance with
applicable provisions of law. Subject to
clauses (1) and (ii) of the immediately pre-
ceding sentence of this paragraph, the
amount of the increase provided by this
sectlon shall be held and consldered for the
purposes of section 208(b) of such Act of
Septembr 1, 1954, to constitute a part of the
existing aggregate rate of compensation of
such employee.

“Employees subject to the Foreign Service
Act of 1946

“Sec. 203. (a) The third sentence of sec-
tion 412 of the Foreign Service Act of 19486,
as amended (22 U.S.C. 867), is amended by
striking out °‘$19,250" and Inserting in leu
thereof ‘$19,800".

“({b) The fourth sentence of section 412
of such Act is amended to read as follows:
‘The per annum salaries of Foreign Service
officers within each of the other classes shall
be as follows:

staff officers and employees within each class
shall be as follows:

B §12,830  §13,210 §13,500 §13,970  $14.350
Class 2. 11, 905 12,235 12, 565 12, 895 13,225
10, 935 11, 245 11, 555 11, 865 12,175
_______ 9,015 10, 225 10, 535 10, 845 11,155
_______ 9, 155 9, 420 9, 685 9, 950 10,215 10, 480
8, 385 8, 620 8, 855 9, 090 9,325 9, 560
....... 7, 620 7,855 8,090 8, 325 8, 560 8, 795
....... 6, 855 7,090 7,325 7, 560 7,796 8,030
....... 6,080 6, 325 6, 560 8, 795 7,080 7,265
5, 580 5,775 5,070 6,165 6, 360 6, 555
5,070 5,225 5,380 5,535 5, 680 5,845
4, 560 4,715 4,870 5,025 5,180 5,335
4,070 4,225 4, 380 4,535 4, 690 4,845 5,000
3, 600 3, 760 3,920 4, 080 4,240 4, 400 4, 560
3,370 3, 400 3, 610 3,730 3,850 3,970 4,000
3,135 3,215 3, 265 3, 875 3, 455 3, 535 3,615
2, 900 2,080 3, 060 3, 140 3,220 3, 300 3, 880
2, 680 2, 760 2, 840 2,020 3, 000 3,080 3, 160
2,445 2, 525 2, (05 2, 085 2, 7656 2,845 2,925
2,210 2, 200 2, 370 2,450 2, 530 2,610 2, 600
2 1,975 2,055 2,135 2,215 2,295 2,375 2. 455
Class 22 1,745 1,825 1, 905 1,985 2,065 2.145 225
“(d) Foreign Service officers, Reserve offi- “{b) Bection 4103(c) of such title, pre-

cers, and Foreign Service staff officers and
employees who are entitled to receive basle
compensation immediately prior to the effec-
tive date of this sectlon at one of the step
rates provided by section 412 or section 415
of the Foreign Service Act of 1046, shall re-
ceive basic compensation on or after the ef-
fective date of this section at the corre-
sponding step rate as provided by such sec-
tion 412 or 415 as amended by this section.

“Employees in the Department of Medicine
and Surgery in the Veterans' Administra-
tion
“Sgc. 204. (a) Section 4103(b) of title 38

of the United States Code, prescribing the
annual salary of the Chief Medical Director
of the Department of Medicine and Surgery
of the Veterans' Administration, is amended
by striking out ‘$19,580" and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘$21,345".

scribing the annual salary of the Deputy
Chief Medical Director of the Department of
Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, is amended by striking out
‘$18,480" and inserting in lieu thereof
‘$20,145°.

“(c) Section 4103(d) of such title, relating
to the annual salaries of the Assistant Chlef
Medical Directors and the directors of service
or chiefs of division of the Department of
Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, is amended—

*“(1) by striking out '$17,880" and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘$18,045"; and

*“(2) by striking out ‘$14,545 minimum to
$16,500 maximum’ and inserting in leu
thereof ‘§15,855 minimum to $17,985 maxi-
mum’.

‘“(d) Section 4103(e) of such title, relat-
ing to the annual salaries of the Director of
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Nursing Service and the Deputy Director of
Nursing Service of the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, is amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘812,770 minimum to
$13,970 maximum' and inserting in leu
thereof '$13,920 minimum to $15,230 maxi-
mum’; and

“(2) by striking out ‘$11,356 minimum to
$12,5565 maximum’ and inserting in leu
thereof ‘$12,380 minimum to $13,686 maxi-
mum’,

“(e) Section 4103(f) of such title, relating
to the annual salaries of the chlef pharma-
cist, the chief dietitian, the chief physical
therapist, and the chief occupational ther-
apist of the Department of Medicine and
Surgery of the Veterans’ Administration, is
amended to read as follows:

*(f) The Administrator may appoint a
chief pharmacist, a chief dietitian, a chlef
physical therapist, and a chief occupational
therapist. During the perlod of his service
as such, the chief pharmacist and the chief
dietitian shall be pald a salary of $13,920
minimum to $15,280 maximum a year and
the chief physical therapist and the chief
occupational therapist shall be paid a salary
of $12,380 minimum to $13,686 maximum a
year.

“(f) Sectlon 4107 of such title, relating to
the maximum and minimum rates of annual
salary of certaln employees of the Medical
Service, the Dental Service, and the Nursing
Bervice of the Department of Medicine and
Surgery of the Veterans' Administration, is
amended to read as follows:

* ‘% 4107. Grades and pay scales

“*(a) The grades and per annum full-pay
ranges for positions provided in paragraph
(1) of sectlon 4104 of this title shall be as
follows:

““Medical service
“‘Chief grade, $13,920 minimum to $15,230
msximm
“ ‘Senlor graae,ua,aso minimum to $13,685
maximum,
“ Intermediate grade, $10,785 minimum to
£12,090 maximum.
$0,080 minimum to §10,390

“*Assoclate grade, $7,666 minimum to
$8,9756 maximum,
“‘Junior grade, $7,095 minimum to $8,075

maximum.
*“*Dental service

“‘Chief grade, $13,920 minimum to $15,230
maximum.

“sSenior grade, $12,380 minimum to $13,-
685 maximum.

“ ‘Intermediate grade, $10,785 minimum to
$12,090 maximum.

“ ‘Pull grade. £9,080 minimum to $10,390

“*Junior grade, $7,095 minimum fo $8,075
maximum.
“ *‘Nursing service
“‘Agsistant Director, $9,080 minimum to
$10,390 maximum.
* ‘Senior grade, $7,6656 minimum to $8,975
maximum

“‘Full grade, $6,525 minimum to $7,605
maximum.

“*Asgsoclate grade,
$6,720 maximum.

“‘Junior grade, $4,826 minimum to $5,870
maximum.

£5,675 minimum to

“*Administration

“*(b) Notwithstanding any law, Executive
order, or regulation, the Administrator shall
prescribe by regulation the hours and con-
ditions of employment and leaves of absence
of physiclans, dentists, and nurses.’

“(g) Section 4108(d) of such title, pre-
scribing the maximum amount of pay and
allowances of medical, surgical, and dental
speclalists of the Department of Medicine
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and Surgery of the Veterans' Administration,
1s amended to read as follows:

*“*(d) Any person, rated as a medical, sur-
glcal, or dental speclalist under the provi-
slons of this section, shall receive, in addi-
tion to his basic pay, an allowance equal to
15 per centum of such pay, but in no event
shall the pay plus the allowance authorized
by this subsection exceed $17,440 per an-
num.’

“Agricultural stabilization and conservation
county committee employees

“Sec. 205. (a) The rates of compensation
of persons employed by the county commit-
tees established pursuant to sectlon 8(b) of
the Soll Conservatlon and Domestic Allot-
ment Act (16 U.8.C. 590h(b)) shall be in-
creased by amounts equal, as nearly as may
be practicable, to the increases provided by
this Act for corresponding rates of compensa-
tion in the appropriate schedule or scale of
pay.

“{b) (1) Bection 2 of the Clvil Service Re-
tirement Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2252), is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

**(h) This Act shall apply to persons em-
ployed by the county committees established
pursuant to section 8(b) of the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (18
U.S.C. 580h(b) ), subject to the following re-
quirements:

**(1) The Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized and directed to prescribe and issue
such regulations as may be necessary to pro-
vide a means of effecting the application and
operation of the provisions of this Act with
respect to such employees;

“*(2) The Commission is authorized and
directed to accept the certification of the
Secretary of Agriculture or his designee with
respect to service, for purposes of this Act,
rendered by such employees prior to the
effective date of this amendment; and

“*(8) Service rendered prior to the effec-
tive date of this amendment as an employee
of a county committee established pursuant
to section 8(b) of the Soll Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b))
shall be included in computing length of
creditable service for the purposes of this
Act only (A) if the employee has to his credit
a total period of not less than five years of
allowable service under this Act (including
service allowable under this amendment)
and (B) if, within two years after the effec~
tive date of this amendment, the employee
shall have deposited with interest at 4 per
centum per annum to December 31, 1947, and
3 per centum per annum thereafter, com-
pounded on December 31 of each year, to the
credit of the fund, a sum equal to the ag-
gregate of the amounts which would have
been deducted from his basic salary during
the period of service claimed under this para-
graph if during such period he had been sub-
Ject to this Act.’

*(2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, annuity benefits under the Civil
Service Retirement Act resulting from the
operation of this subsection shall be paid
from the civil service retirement and dis-
ability fund.

*“(e) Section 2 of the Federal Employees’
Group Life Insurance Act of 19564, as amended
(5 U.S.C. 2091), is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new subsection:

“*(d) Persons employed by the county
committees established pursuant to section
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) shall,
under such conditions of eligibility as the
Commission by regulation may prescribe,
come within the purview of this Act. The
Becretary of Agriculture is authorized and
directed to prescribe and issue such regula-
tions as may be necessary to provide a means
of effecting the application and operation of
the provisions of this subsection with re-
spect to such persons.’
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*(d) Section 3 of the Federal Employees
Health Benefits Act of 19590 (5 U.S.C. 3002)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*(f) Persons employed by the county com-
mittees established pursuant to section B(b)
of the Soll Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 500h(b)) may, in such
manner and under such conditions of eligi-
bility as the Commission by regulation may
prescribe, enroll in an approved health bene-
fits plan described in section 4 either as an
individual or for self and family, under the
same terms and conditions as apply to other
employees who are eligible to enroll in such a
plan under this Act. The Secretary of Agri-
culture is authorized and directed to pre=
scribe and issue such regulations as may be
necessary to provide a means of effecting the
application and operation of the provisions
of this subsection with respect to such
persons.”

“Employees in the judicial branch

“Sec. 208. (a) The rates of basic compensa-
tion of officers and employees In or under
the judicial branch of the Government
whose rates of compensation are fixed by or
pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision a
of section 62 of the Bankruptcy Act (11
U.8.C. 102(a)(2)), section 3656 of title 18
of the United States Code, the third sen-
tence of section 603, section 604(a)(5), or
sections 672 to 675, inclusive, of title 28 of
the United States Code, or section 107(a) (6)
of the Act of July 31, 1056, as amended (5
U.S.C. 2206(a) (6) ), are hereby increased by
amounts equal to the increases provided by
section 202 of this title in corresponding rates
of compensation paid to officers and em-
ployees subject to the Classification Act of
1949, as amended.

“(b) The limitations provided by appli-
cable law on the effective date of this section
with respect to the aggregate salaries pay-
able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit
and district judges are hereby increased by
the amounts necessary to pay the additional
basic compensation provided by this title.

“{c) Section T753(e) of title 28 of the
United States Code (relating to the com-
pensation of court reporters for district
courts) is amended by striking out '87,095"
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$7,735".

“Employees in the legislative branch

“Sec. 207. (a) Each officer and employee in
or under the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment whose rate of compensation is In-
creased by section 6 of the Federal Employees
Pay Act of 1946 shall be pald additional com-
pensation at the rate of 9 per centum of his
gross rate of compensation (baslc compensa-
tion plus additional compensation authorized
by law).

“(b) The basic compensation of each em-
ployee in the office of a Senator is hereby
adjusted, effective on July 1, 1960, to the
lowest multiple of $60 which will provide
a gross rate of compensation not less than
the gross rate such employee was recelving
immediately prior thereto, except that the
foregoing provisions of this subsection shall
not apply in the case of any employee If on
or before the fifteenth day following the date
of enactment of this Act the Senator by
whom such employee is employed notifies the
disbursing office of the Senate in writing that
he does not wish such provislons to apply to
such employee. In any case in which, at the
expiration of the time within which a Sen-
ator may give notice under this subsection,
such Senator 1s deceased such notice shall
be deemed to have been given.

“(e) Notwithstanding the provision re-
ferred to in subsection (d), the rates of gross
compensation of each of the elected officers
of the Senate (except the Presiding Officer of
the Senate), the Parllamentarian of the Sen-
ate, the Legislative Counsel of the Senate,
the Senior Counsel in the Office of the Legls-
lative O of the S te, and the Chief
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Clerk of the Senate are hereby increased by
# per centum.

“(d) The paragraph imposing limitations
on basic and gross compensation of officers
and employees of the Senate appearing under
the heading ‘SENATE’ in the Legislative Ap-
propriation Act, 1956 (69 Stat. 510; Public
Law 242, Eighty-fourth Congress), is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“‘No officer or employee whose compensa-
tion is disbursed by the Secretary of the Sen-
ate shall be paid basic compensation at a
rate in excess of $8,880 per annum, Or gross
compensation at a rate in excess of $17,900
per annum, unless expressly authorized by
law. This paragraph shall not apply to em-
ployees whose rates of compensation are sub-
ject to the limitations provided by the
amendments made by subsections (g) and
(h) of section 207 of the Federal Employees
Salary Increase Act of 1960.

“(e) The limitation on gross rate per hour
per person provided by applicable law on the
effective date of this section with respect to
the folding of speeches and pamphlets for
the Senate is hereby increased by 9 per
centum. The amount of such increase shall
be computed to the nearest cent, counting
one-half cent and over as a whole cent. The
provisions of subsection (a) of this section
shall not apply to employees whose compen-
sation is subject to such limitation.

“(f) The official reporters of proceedings
and debates of the Senate and their employ-
ees shall be considered to be officers or em-
ployees in or under the legislative branch
of the Government within the meaning of
subsection (a).

“(g) The paragraph relating to rates of
compensation of employees of committees of
the Senate, contained in the Legislative Ap-
propriation Act, 1956, as amended (69 Stat.
505; Public Law 242, Eighty-fourth Con-
gress), is amended (1) by striking out
‘$8,040 per annum’ and inserting ‘any amount
which, together with additional compensa-
tion authorized by law, will not exceed the
maximum rate authorized for grade 16 of the
General Schedule of the Classification Act of
1949, as amended’, (2) by striking out ‘$8,460
per annum'’ inserting ‘any amount
which, together with additional compensa-
tion authorized by law, will not exceed the
maximum rate authorized for grade 17 of
the General Schedule of such Act’, and (3)
by striking out ‘¢8,880 per annum’ and in-
serting ‘any amount which, together with ad-
ditional compensation authorized by law,
will not exceed the maximum rate authorized
by the General Schedule of such Act’,

“{h) (1) The second proviso in the para-
graph relating to the authority of Senators
to rearrange the basic salaries of employees
in their respective offices which appears in
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act,
1947, as amended (2 U.S.C. 60f), is amended
to read as follows: ‘Provided, That no salary
shall be fixed under this section at a basic
rate of more than $5,100 per annum, except
that (1) the salary of one employee may be
fixed at a basic rate which, together with ad-
ditional compensation authorized by law, will
not exceed the maximum rate provided by
the General Schedule of the Classification
Act of 1940, as amended, (2) the salary of one
other employee may be fixed at a basic rate
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which, together with additional compensa-
tion authorized by law, will not exceed the
maximum rate provided for grade 17 of such
schedule, and (3) the salary of one other
employee may be fixed at a basic rate which,
together with additional compensation au-
thorized by law, will not exceed the maxi-
mum rate provided for grade 16 of such
schedule’.

“(2) The basic clerk hire allowance of
each Senator is increased by $1,020.

“(1) The basic compensation of the Ad-
ministrative Assistants to the Speaker, Ma~
jority Leader, Minority Leader, Majority
Whip, and Minority Whip, and of the Ad-
ministrative Assistant to any Member of the
House who has served as Speaker of the
House, shall be at a per annum basic rate
which, together with additional compensa-
tion authorized by law, is equal to the
maximum rate authorized by the Classifica-
tion Act of 1940, as amended.

“(]) Section 202(e) of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended (2
US.C. T2a(e)), is amended (1) by striking
out ‘$8,880' where it first appears in such
subsection and inserting in lleu thereof ‘the
highest amount which, together with addi-
tional compensation authorized by law, will
not exceed the maximum rate authorized by
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended,’
and (2) by striking out ‘$8,880' at the sec-
ond place where it appears in such subsec-
tion and inserting in lieu thereof ‘the high-
est amount which, together with additional
compensation authorized by law, will not ex-
ceed the maximum rate authorized by the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended’.

“{k) (1) This subsection is enacted as an
exercise of the rulemaking power of the
House of Representatives with full recogni-
tion of the constitutional right of the House
of Representatives to change the rule
amended by this subsection at any time, in
the same manner, and to the same extent
as in the case of any other rule of the House
of Representatives,

“(2) Clause 28(c) of rule XI of the Rules
of the House of Representatives is amended
(A) by striking out ‘$8,880" where it first ap-
pears in such clause and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘the highest amount which, together
with additional compensation authorized by
law, will not exceed the maximum rate au-
thorized by the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended,’ and (B) by striking out ‘$8,880"
at the second place where it appears in such
clause and inserting in leu thereof ‘the
highest amount which, together with addi-
tional compensation authorized by law, will
not exceed the maximum rate authorized by
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended’.

“(1) Each officer or employee of the House
of Representatives, whose compensation is
disbursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep~
resentatives and is not increased automati-
cally, or is not permitted to be increased
administratively, by reason of any other pro-
vision of this section, shall receive addi-
tional compensation at the rate of 9 per
centum of the rate of his total annual com-
pensation in effect immediately prior to the
effective date of this section.

“(m) The limitations on gross rate per
thousand and rate per hour per person
provided by applicable law on the effective

“‘POSTAL FIELD SERVICE SCHEDULE

June 15

date of this section with respect to the fold-
ing of speeches and pamphlets for the House
of Representatives are hereby increased by
9 per centum. The amount of each such
increase shall be computed to the nearest
cent, counting one-half cent and over as a
whole cent.

“(n) The additional compensation pro-
vided by this section shall be considered a
part of basic compensation for the purposes
of the Civil Service Retirement Act (5 U.S.C.
2251 and the following).

“TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS
“Authorization of appropriations

“Sec. 301. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

“Effective date

“Sec. 302. The foregoing provisions of this
Act shall become effective on the first day
of the first pay period which begins on or
after July 1, 1960.”

Mr. MORRISON (interrupting the
reading of the amendment). Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that
further reading of the committee amend-
ment in the reported bill be dispensed
with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, for
the present, I object.

The Clerk resumed the reading of the
committee amendment.

Mr. MORRISON (during the reading
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the committee amendment in
the reported bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, by
direction of the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, I offer a substi-
tute for the committee amendment,
which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
MorrisoN as a substitute to the committee
amendment: Strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“TITLE I-—SALARY ADJUSTMENTS FOR GOVERN-
MENT EMPLOYEES
“Part A—Postal field service employees
“Short Title

“Sec. 101. This part may be cited as the
‘Postal Employees Salary Increase Act of
1960°.

“Postal Field Service Schedule

“Sgc. 102, The Postal Field Service Sched-
ule contained in section 301(a) of the Postal
Field Service Compensation Act of 1855, as
amended (72 Stat. 145, 215; 39 UB.C. 971(a) ),
is amended to read as follows:

1
Per annum rates and steps 1 Per annum rates and steps
Level = = * Level = =
1 2 3 4 5 L] 7 1 2 3 L] 3 6 ‘1
1
-| $8,415 | £3, 545 | £3,075 | $3,805 | $3,035 | $4,005 | $4,105 $7, 560 | $7, 820 | $8, 080 840 | $8, 600 | $8, 860 | %0, 120
3,670 | 3,805 | 3,040 | 4,075 | 4,210 | 4,345 4, 480 | 8320 | 8605 | 8800 | 9,175 | 9,460 | 9 745 | 10, 030
3,056 | 4,100 | 4,245 | 4,300 | 4,535 | 4,080 4, 825 9,100 | 9,470 | 9,780 | 10,090 | 10,400 | 10,710 | 11, 020
-] 4,345 | 4,505 | 4,606 | 4,825 4,985 5145 5, 306 10,075 | 10,410 | 10,745 | 11,080 | 11,415 | 11,750 | 12,085
4,605 | 4,765 | 4,925 | 5,085 [ 5,245 | 5,405 &, 566 11,075 | 11,440 | 11,805 | 12,170 | 12,535 | 12,900 | 13,265
4,976 | 5150 | 5825 | 5,500 | 5675 | 5850 6, 025 12,205 ' 12,570 | 12,985 | 13,300 | 13,665 | 14,080 | 14,305
5,370 | 50555 | 5,740 | 5925 6,110 | 6,295 6, 480 13,505 | 13,870 | 14,235 | 14,600 | 14, 965 | 15 330 | 15, 605
5700 | 5995 | 6200 | 6,405| 6610 | 6815 7, 020 15,165 | 15, 525 | 15, 885 | 16,245 | 16, 606 | 16, 065 | 16, 965
6,265 | 6,450 | 6,705 | 6,930 | 7,155 | 7,380 | 7,605 16, 585 | 16, 945 | 17, 005 ] il
6,80 | 7,110 | 7,350 | 7,500 | 7,830 070 8, 310 s 1Al LTS O 2 Tl B —————
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“Rural Carrler Schedule
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“Sec. 103. (a) The Rural Carrler Schedule contained in section 302(a) of such Act, as amended (72 Stat. 145; 39 U.S.C. 972(a)), is

amended to read as follows:

“‘RURAL CARRIER SCHEDULE
“ *Per annum rates and steps

1 2 3 4 5 L] T 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Carriers in rural de- Compensation per
livery service: lnllg'E r annum
Fixed compensation for each mile up to
per annum. ....... $2,053 | $2,132 | $2,211 | $2,200 | $2,360 | $2,448 | $2 527 30 miles of route... $7
Oo'niiﬁenmtinn per For each mile of
m! Eer annum route over 30 miles_ 4
for each mile up to 'I‘empomr{‘ carriers in
30 miles of route___ 7 3 75 79 81 83 rural delivery service
For mile of on routes having reg-
route over 30 ml!mm 4 A 4 24 24 24 ular carriers absent

carriers
rural delivery service
on routes to which no
msuelsr carrler Is as

! compensation

per annum........| 2,053

without pay or on mil-
itaryleave. . ... . ...
Substitute carriers In
rural delivery service
on routes having car-
riers absent with pay_.

® (O (O] 0] ® 9} ®

® ® 0] 0] 0} (0} ®

“4 Basic compensation authorized for the regular carrier.’

“(b) Section 302(c) of such Act, as amended (69 Stat. 119, 72 Stat, 145; 89 U.S.C. 972 (c) ), Is amended by striking out ‘45,165 during
the period referred to in section 304(c) or $5,085 thereafter’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘the basic salary for the maximum step in the
Rural Carrier Schedule for a route sixty-one miles in length’.

“Fourth-class office schedule

“Sec. 104. The Fourth-Class Office Schedule contained in section 303(a) of such Act, as amended (72 Stat. 146; 39 US.C. 973(a)), 1s

amended to read as follows:

“‘FOURTH-CLASS OFFICE SCHEDULE

Per annum rates and steps

Per annum rates and steps

Gross recelpts Gross recelpt
1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
$2,070 | $3,078 | $3,177 | $3,276 | $3,375 | $3,474 | $3,573 $1,282 | $1,322 | $1,362 | $1,402 | $1,442 | $1,482
2,730 | 2,820 | 2,010 ( 3,000 | 3,000 | 3,180 [ 3,270 1,025 1,057 | 1,080 | 1,121 | 1,153 1, 185
2,234 | 2,300 | 2,384 | 2,450 | 2,534 | 2,609 | 2684 760 793 817 841 865 B89
L,757 | L, 704 | L,851| 1,008 1,965| 2,022 | 2079 511 527 543 550 B75 501

“Related Provisions Covering Postal Field
Bervice Employees

“Sec. 105. (a) Section 304(c) of such Act,
as amended (72 Stat. 146; 39 U.S.C. 974(c) ),
is hereby repealed.

“(b) Sectlon 401 of such Act, as amended
(39 U.S.C. 981), is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following subsection:

“*(d) Any increase in basic salary granted
by law on or after the effective date of this
subsection shall not be deemed to be an
equivalent Increase in baslc within
the meaning of subsection (a) of this sec-
tion.

“(c) The annual rate of basie salary of any
officer or employee whose basle salary, im-

“(b) The rates of basic compensation
officers and employees to whom this section
applies shall be initially adjusted as follows:

“(1) If the officer or employee is receiv-
ing basic compensation immediately prior
to the effective date of this section at one
of the scheduled or longevity rates of a grade
in the General Schedule of the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, he ghall receive a
rate of basic compensation at the correspord-
ing scheduled or longevity rate in effect on
and after such date.

“(2) If the officer or employee is recelv-
ing basic compensation immediately prior
to the effective date of this sectlon at a rate
between two scheduled or two longevity
rates, or between a scheduled and a longevity
rate, of a grade in the General Schedule, he
shall receive a rate of basic compensation at

mediately prior to the effective date of this
subsection, is at a rate between two sched-
uled rates, or above the highest scheduled
rate, in the Postal Pleld Service Schedule,
the Rural Carrier Schedule, or the Fourth-
Class Office Schedule, whichever may be ap-
plicable, is hereby increased by an amount
equal to the amount of the increase made
by this part in the next lower rate of the
appropriate level in such schedule. As used
in this subsection, the term ‘basic salary’
has the same meaning as when used in the

Postal Field Service Compensation Act of
1955.
“(d) This part shall have the same force
“ ‘Grade
$3,710 $3,815
4,025 4,130
4,285 4,300
4,565 4,670
5170 5,335
5,656 5,820
6,180 6,345
6,710 6,875
7,260 7,425

the higher of the two corresponding rates In
effect on and after such date.

*(3) If the officer or employee (other than
an officer or employee subject to paragraph
(4) of this subsection), immediately prior to
the effective date of this section, is receiving
basic compensation at a rate in excess of
the maximum longevity rate of his grade,
or in excess of the maximum scheduled rate
of his grade if there is no longevity rate for
his grade, he shall receive basic compensa-
tion at a rate equal to the rate which he
received immediately prior to such effective
date, increased by an amount equal to the
amount of the increase made by this section
in the maximum longevity rate, or the maxi-
mum scheduled rate, as the case may be,
of his grade until (A) he leaves such posi-
tion, or (B) he is entitled to receive basic

and effect within Guam as within other
possessions of the United States.
“Part B—Government employees generally
“Short Title
“Sec. 111, This part may be cited as the
‘Federal Employees Salary Increase Act of
1960°.
“Salary Increase for Employees Subject to
Classification Act of 1949
“Sec. 112. (a) Section 603(b) of the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, as amended (72 Stat.
208; 6 U.8.C. 1113(b) ), is amended to read as
follows:
“*(b) The compensation schedule for the
General Schedule shall be as follows:

Per anum rates

compensation at a higher rate by reason
the operation of the Classification Act
1949, as amended; but, when his position
becomes vacant, the rate of basic compen-
sation of any subsequent appointee thereto
shall be fixed in accordance with such Act,
as amended.

“(4) If the officer or employee, immedi-
ately prior to the effective date of this see-
tion, is receiving, pursuant to paragraph (4)
of section 2(b) of the Federal Employees
Salary Increase Act of 1955, an existing ag-
gregate rate of compensation determined
under section 208(b) of the Act of September
1, 18954 (68 Stat. 1111; Public Law 763,
Eighty-third Congress), plus the amount of
the increase provided by section 2 of the
Federal Employees Salary Increase Act of
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1955 and by section 2 of the Federal Em-
ployees Salary Increase Act of 1958, he shall
receive an aggregate rate of compensation
equal to the sum of (A) his existing aggre-
gate rate of compensation determined under
such section 208(b) of the Act of September
1, 1954, (B) the amount of the increase pro-
vided by section 2 of the Federal Employees
Salary Increase Act of 1955, (C) the amount
of the increase provided by section 2 of the
Federal Employees Salary Increase Act of
1958, and (D) the amount of the increase
made by this section in the maximum
longevity rate of his grade, until (i) he

“i0lass 1... $17,250 $17,650 $18,050 $18,450 $18 850
Class 2... 14,900 15255 15610 15965 16,320
Class3_.. 12,585 12,800 13,245 13,600 13,055
Class4... 10,645 10,845 11,245 11,545 11,845

“(e) The second sentence of section 415 of such Act (22 U.S.C. 870) is amended to read as follows: ‘The per annum rates

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

leaves his position, or (ii) he is entitled to
receive aggregate compensation at a higher
rate by reason of the operation of this title
or any other provision of law; but, when
such position becomes vacant, the aggregate
rate of compensation of any subsequent ap-
pointee thereto shall be fixed in accordance
with applicable provisions of law. Subject
to clauses (i) and (il) of the immediately
preceding sentence of this paragraph, the
amount of the increase provided by this
section shall be held and considered for the
purposes of section 208(b) of such Act of
September 1, 1954, to constitute a part of

$19,250 $19,650 ... ___ $R.T55 99,055 £0,355 $0,655 §9,055 $10,255 $10,555
16,675 17,030 7,215 7,465 7, 605 7, 935 8175 8,415 8, 655
14,310 14, 665 Cls = 6,035 6,215 6,305 6,576 6,755 6,985 7,115
12,145 12,445 Class8... 5,085 5206 5,445 5625 5805 598 6, 165

officers and employees within each class shall be as follows:

“iOlass 1. $12,655 $13,030 $13,405
Class 2 11,740 12,065 12,380

; 11,085 11,405 11,715

10,909 10,400 10,710

9, 285 9, 5 9, 805

8,500 8,730 8960

7,715 7,975 8, 205

6,900 7,220 7,450

6,235 6,465 6,095

5690 5890 &, 070

5,155 5,310 5, 465

“(d) Foreign Service officers, Reserve offi-
cers, and Foreign Service staff officers and
employees who are entitled to receive basic
com tion immediately prior to the effec-
tive date of this section at one of the step
rates provided by section 412 or section 415
of the Foreign Service Act of 1846, shall
receive basic compensation on or after the
effective date of this section at the corre-
sponding step rate as provided by such sec-
tion 412 or 415 as amended by this section.

“Employees in the Department of Medicine
and Surgery in the Veterans®’ Administra-
tion

“Sec. 114. (a) Section 4103(Db) of title 38 of
the United States Code relating to the an-
nual salary of the Chlef Medical Director of
the Department of Medicine and Surgery of
the Veterans' Administration, is amended by
striking out '$19,580' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘821,050,

“{b) Section 4103(c) of such title, relat-
ing to the annual salary of the Deputy Chief
Medical Director of the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, is amended by striking out '$18,480"
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘$19,870".

“(c) Section 4103(d) of such title, relat-
ing to the annual salaries of the Assistant
Chief Medical Directors and the directors of
service or chiefs of division of the Depart-
ment of Medicine and Surgery of the Veter-
ans’ Administration, is amended—

“(1) by striking out '$#17,380" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘$18,685'; and

“(2) by striking out ‘$14,645 minimum to
$16,500 maximum’' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘$15,640 minimum to $17,740 maxi-
mum’.

“(d) Section 4103(e) of such title, relat-
ing to the annual salaries of the Director of
Nursing Service and the Deputy Director of
Nursing Service of the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, is amended—

“(1) by striking out ‘$12,770 minimum to
#13.970 maximum’' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘$13,730 minimum to $15,030 maxi-
mum’; and

“(2) by striking out 811,355 minimum to
$12,566 maximum® and inserting in lieu
thereof *$12,210 minimum to $13,510 maxi-
mum'’.

“*(e) Section 4103(f) of such title, relating
to the annual salaries of the chief pharma-
cist, the chief dietitian, the chief physical
therapist, and the chief occupational ther-
apist of the Department of Medicine and

e e s Ch £4, 495
13, (40 (8 1, 010
12, (25 L &, 550
bR Ll O R Clk 3, 325
10,065 $10,325 ... _. . Cly 3, 095

8, 190 9,420 - 2 Cla 2, 860
8, 435 8, 65 Cly 2, 640
7. 680 7,010 .. C 2,410
6, 925 7,156 - - C 2, 180
£, 260 i, 450 §6, 640 { o 1, 450
5, 620 5,775 5, 430 Class 22 ___. 1, 720

Surgery of the Veterans' Administration, is
amended to read as follows:

“*(f) The Administrator may appoint a
chief pharmacist, a chief dietitian, a chief
physical therapist, and a chief occupational
therapist. During the period of his service
as such, the chief pharmacist and the chief
dietitian shall be pald a salary of $13,730
minimum to $15,030 maximum & year and the
chief physical therapist and the chief oc-
cupational therapist shall be paid a salary
of $12,210 minimum to #13,510 maximum a
year.'

“(f) Section 4107(a) of such title, relating
to the maximum and minimum rates of an-
nual salary of certain employees of the Medi-
cal Service, the Dental Service, and the
Nursing Service of the Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery of the Veterans' Adminis-
tration, is amended to read as follows:

*'§ 4107. Grades and pay scales

*“*(a) The grades and per annum full-pay
ranges for positions provided in paragraph
(1) of section 4104 of this title shall be as
follows:

* ‘Medical Service

“*Chief grade, $13,730 minimum to $15,030
maximum.

“ ‘Senior grade, $12,210 minimum to $18,510
maximum.

* ‘Intermediate grade, $10,635 minimum to
$11,935 maximum.

“‘Full grade, $8955 minimum to $10,255
maximum.

“‘Associate grade,
$8,860 maximum.

“*Junior grade, 6,995 minimum to #7,985
maximum.

$7.560 minimum to

* ‘Dental Service

* ‘Chief grade, $13,730 minimum to $15,030
maximum.

“ ‘Senior grade, $12,210 minimum to $138,510
maximum.

* ‘Intermediate grade, $10,6856 minimum to
$11,935 maximum.

“‘Full grade, $8,955 minimum to $10,255
maximum.

“‘Associate grade,
$8,860 maximum.

“*Junior grade, $6,995 minimum to $7,985
maximum.

$7,660 minimum to

“*Nursing Service

“*Assistant Director, $8,956 minimum to
$10,256 maximum.

“‘Senior grade, $7,560 minimum to $8,860
maximum.

“*‘Full grade, $6,435 minimum to $7,425
maximum.
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the existing aggregate rate of compensation
of such employee.

“Employees Subject to the Foreign Service
Act of 1946

“Sec, 113. (a) The third sentence of sec-
tion 412 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946,
as amended (22 U.S.C. 867), is amended by
striking out ‘$19,250° and inserting in lieu
thereof "$19,800".

“(b) The fourth sentence of section 412
of such Act is amended to read as follows:
‘The per annum salaries of Foreign Service
officers within each of the other classes shall
be as follows:

$1, 650 4, $5,115  $5,270  §$5,425
1,165 4 4630 4,75 4, 840
3,705 4 4170 4,325 4, 480
3, 440 3, 378 3,000 1,015
3,175 3, 3415 3495 3, 575
2, 040 3, 3,180 3260 3,310
3,720 2, 2,000 3,040 3,120
2, 450 2, 6 2,730 2,810 2,590
2, 260 2, 42 2,500 2,580 2 660
2,030 2,190 2,270 2,350 2,430
1, 800 LU0 2010 2120 2, 200"

“ ‘Associate grade,
$6,630 maximum,

“‘Junior grade, $4,760 minimum to $5,790
maximum.

$5,600 minimum to

“*Administration

“‘(b) Notwithstanding any law, Executive
order, or regulation, the Administrator shall
prescribe by regulation the hours and condi-
tions of employment and leaves of absence
of physicians, dentists, and nurses.’

“{g) Section 4108(d) of such title, pre-
scribing the maximum amount of pay and
allowances of medical, surgical, and dental
specialists of the Department of Medicine and
Surgery of the Veterans’ Administration, is
amended to read as follows:

“‘(d) Any person, rated as a medical, sur-
gical, or dental specialist under the provi-
sions of this section, shall receive, in addi-
tion to his basic pay, an allowance equal to
15 per centum of such pay, but in no event
shall the pay plus the allowance authorized
by this subsection exceed $17,200 per annum.”

“Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
County Committee Employees

“Sgc. 115. (a) The rates of compensation
of persons employed by the county commit-
tees established pursuant to section 8(b) of
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) shall be in-
creased by amounts equal, as nearly as may
be practicable, to the increases provided by
this title for corresponding rates of compen-
sation in the appropriate schedule or scale of
pay.
“(b) (1) Section 2 of the Civil Service Re-
tirement Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 2252), is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“‘(h) This Act shall apply to persons em-
ployed by the county committees established
pursuant to section 8(b) of the Soil Con-
servation and Domestic Allotment Act (16
U.S.C. 590h(b)), subject to the following
requirements:

“*(1) The Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized and directed to prescribe and issue
such regulations as may be necessary to pro-
vide a means of eflecting the application and
operation of the provisions of this Act with
respect to such employees;

“*(2) The Commission is authorized and
directed to accept the certification of the
Secretary of Agriculture or his designee with
respect to service, for purposes of this Act,
rendered by such employees prior to the
effective date of this amendment; and
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“*(3) Service rendered prior to the effec-
tive date of this amendment as an employee
of a county committee established pursuant
to section 8(b) of the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b))
shall be included in computing length of
creditable service for the purposes of this
Act only (A) if the employee has to his
credit a total period of not less than five
years of allowable service under this Act (in-
cluding service allowable under this amend-
ment) and (B) if, within two years after the
effective date of this amendment, the em-
ployee shall have deposited with interest at 4
per centum per annum to December 31, 1947,
and 3 per centum per annum thereafter,
compounded on December 31 of each year,
to the credit of the fund, a sum egual to
the aggregate of the amounts which would
have been deducted from his basic salary
during the period of service claimed under
this paragraph if during such period he had
been subject to this Act.’

“{2) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, annuity benefits under the Civil
Service Retirement Act resulting from the
operation of this subsection shall be paid
from the civil service retirement and dis-
ability fund.

“(c) Section 2 of the Federal Employees’
Group Life Insurance Act of 1854, as amended
(5 U.S.C. 2091), is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“*(d) Persons employed by the county
committees established pursuant to section
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (18 U.S.C. 580h(b) shall,
under such conditions of eligibility as the
Commission by regulation may prescribe,
come within the purview of this Act. The
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and
directed to prescribe and issue such regula-
tions as may be necessary to provide a means
of effecting the application and operation of
the provisions of this subsection with re-
spect to such persons.’

“{d) Section 3 of the Federal Employees
Health Benefits Act of 1959 (5 U.S.C. 3002)
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“*(f) Persons employed by the county
committees established pursuant to section
8(b) of the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act (16 U.S.C. 580h(b)) may, in
such manner and under such conditions of
eligibility as the Commission by regulation
may prescribe, enroll in an approved health
benefits plan described In section 4 either
as an individual or for self and family,
under the same terms and conditions as
apply to other employees who are eligible
to enroll in such a plan under this Act.
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed to prescribe and issue such reg-
ulations as may be necessary to provide a
means of effecting the application and oper-
ation of the provisions of this subsection
with respect to such persons.’

“Employees in the Judicial Branch

“SEec. 116. (a) The rates of basic compen-
sation of officers and employees in or under
the judicial branch of the Government whose
rates of compensation are fixed by or pur-
suant to paragraph (2) of subdivision a of
section 62 of the Bankruptcy Act (11 US.C.
102(a) (2) ), section 3656 of title 18 of the
United States Code, the third sentence of
sectlon 603, section 604(a)(5), or sections
672 to 675, inclusive, of title 28 of the United
States Code, or section 107(a) (6) of the Act
of July 31, 1956, as amended (5 U.S.C.
2206(a) (6)), are hereby Increased by

amounts equal to the increases provided by
section 612 of this part in corresponding
rates of compensation pald to officers and
employees subject to the Classification Act
of 1949, as amended.

“{b) The limitations provided by applica~
ble law on the effective date of this section
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with respect to the aggregate salaries pay-
able to secretaries and law clerks of circuit
and district judges are hereby increased by
the amounts to pay the additional
basic compensation provided by this part.

“(c) Section 753(e) of title 28 of the
United States Code (relating to the compen-
sation of court reporters for district courts)
is amended by striking out ‘7,095’ and in-
serting in lleu thereof '$7,630".

“Employees in the Legislative Branch

“Sec. 117. (a) Each officer and employee
in or under the legislative branch of the
Government whose rate of compensation is
increased by section 5 of the Federal Em-
ployees Pay Act of 1946 shall be paid addi-
tional compensation at the rate of 7.5 per
centum of his gross rate of compensation
(basic compensation plus additional com-
pensation authorized by law).

“(b) The basic compensation of each em-
ployee in the office of a Senator is hereby
adjusted, effective on July 1, 1960, to the
lowest multiple of $60 which will provide a
gross rate of compensation not less than the
gross rate such employee was recelving im-
mediately prior thereto, except that the
foregoing provisions of this subsection shall
not apply in the case of any employee if on
or before the fifteenth day following the
date of enactment of this Act the SBenator
by whom such employee is employed notifies
the disbursing office of the Senate in writing
that he does not wish such provisions to
apply to such employee. In any case in
which, at the expiration of the time within
which a Senator may give notice under this
subsection, such Senator is deceased such
notice shall be deemed to have been given.

“(ec) Notwithstanding the provision re-
ferred to in subsection (d), the rates of gross
compensation of each of the elected officers
of the Senate (except the Presiding Officer
of the Senate), the Parllamentarian of the
Senate, the Legislative Counsel of the Sen-
ate, the Senlor Counsel in the Office of the
Legislative Counsel of the Senate, and the
Chief Clerk of the Senate are hereby in-
creased by 7.5 per centum.

“{d) The paragraph imposing limitations
on basic and gross compensation of officers
and employees of the Senate appearing un-
der the heading "SENATE’ in the Legislative
Appropriation Act, 1956 (69 Stat. 510; Pub-
lic Law 242, Eighty-fourth Congress), is
amended to read as follows:

* ‘No officer or employee whose compensa-
tion is disbursed by the Secretary of the Sen-
ate shall be pald basic compensation at a
rate In excess of $8,800 per annum, or gross
compensation at a rate in excess of $17,526
per annum, unless expressly authorized by
law.'

“(e) The limitation on gross rate per hour
per person provided by applicable law on the
effective date of this section with respect to
the folding of speeches and pamphlets for
the Senate is hereby increased by 7.5 per
centum. The amount of such increase shall
be computed to the nearest cent, counting
one-half cent and over as a whole cent. The
provisions of subsection (a) of this section
shall not apply to employees whose compen-
sation is subject to such limitation.

“(f) The official reporters of proceedings
and debates of the Senate and their em-
ployees shall be considered to be officers or
employers in or under the legislative branch
of the Government within the meaning of
subsection (a).

“{g) Each officer or employee of the House
of Representatives, whose compensation is
disbursed by the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives and it is not increased auto-
matically, or is not permitted to be increased
administratively, by reason of any other pro-
vision of this section, shall receive additional
compensation at the rate of 7.5 per centum
of the rate of his total annual compensation
in effect immediately prior to the effective
date of this section.
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“(h) The limitations on gross rate per
thousand and gross rate per hour per person
provided by applicable law on the effective
date of this section with respect to the fold-
ing of speeches and pamphlets for the House
of Representatives are hereby increased by
7.5 per centum. The amount of each such
increase shall be computed to the nearest
cent, counting one-half cent and over as &
whole cent.

“(1) The additional compensation provided
by this section shall be considered a part of
basic compensation for the purposes of the
Civil Service Retirement Act (6 U.S.C. 2251
and the following).

“Part C—General Provisions
“Authorization of Appropriations

“Sec. 121. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this title
and title IT.

“Effective Date

“Sec. 122. The foregoing provisions of this
title and the provisions of section 201 shall
become effective on the first day of the first
gggoperiod which begins on or after July 1,

“TITLE II-—EXECUTIVE AND SUPERGRADE
POSITIONS

“SEC. 201. The Federal Executive Pay Act
of 1956 be amended as follows:

“(1) Sectlon 106(a) is amended by adding
the following new subparagraph after sub-
paragraph (45) :

**(46) Legal adviser, solicitor, or general
counsel of an executive department (exclud-
ing the Department of Justice)’.

“(2) Section 106(b) is amended by delet-
ing the present subparagraph (9) and by in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“'(9) General counsel of a military de-
partment’.

“Sec. 202. There shall be in the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare an
Administrative Assistant Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare who shall be ap-
pointed, with the approval of the President,
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare under the classified civil service, who
shall perform such duties as the Secretary
shall prescribe, and whose annual rate of
basic compensation shall be $19,000.

“Sec. 203. (a) Subsection (b) of section
5056 of the Classification Act of 1948, as
amended, is amended (1) by striking out
‘fourteen hundred and twenty-nine' and in-
serting ‘fourteen hundred and nine’, (2) by
striking out ‘three hundred and seventy-
one' and inserting ‘three hundred and sixty-
three’, and (3) by striking out ‘one hundred
and fifty-three’ and inserting ‘one hundred
and fifty-two’.

“(b) Such section is further amended by
adding at the end thereof a new subsection
as follows:

‘(1) The Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion is authorized, subject to the standards
and procedures prescribed by this Act, to
place a total of two positions in grade 18,
ten positions in grade 17, and thirteen posl-
tions in grade 16 of the General Schedule.
Such positions shall be in addition to the
number of positions authorized to be placed
in such grades by subsection (b).'”

Mr. MORRISON (during the reading
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the substitute amendment be
dispensed with and that it be printed in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to object,
will the gentleman tell us what the rest
of it is, just briefly ?
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Mr. MORRISON. If the gentleman
had remained here during general de-
bate he would have heard it. It was de-
pbated for 2 hours, and we told exactly
what was in it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I heard
it all right, but it was kind of difficult to
understand the way you put it.

Mr. MORRISON. I will try to do bet-
ter next time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Chairman, I
will not take up the Committee’s time.
I am sure they have heard everything
contained in this substitute amendment.
It in effect changes the amount of the
pay raise from 9 percent across the
board to 7.5 percent across the board
salary raise for all Federal employees.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. MORRISON]
as a substitute to the committee amend-
ment.

The substitute amendment was agreed

to.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment as amended
by the substitute.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I have a preferential motion.

The CHATRMAN. The motion comes
too late.

The Committee will rise.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I won-
der if the Chairman could explain that,
why it is too late, under the rule?

The CHAIRMAN. Such a motion is
in order only when amendments are in
order, and under the rule amendments
are not now in order.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BoGGs, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 9883) to adjust the rates of basic
compensation of certain officers and em-
ployees of the Federal Government, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 537, he reported the bill back
to the House with an amendment
adopted in the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAEKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Isthe gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I am.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual-
ifies. The Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Rees of Eansas moves to recommit
the bill, HR. 9883, to the House Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, with in-
structions to report it back forthwith with
a salary increase for those covered under
the bill of 5 percent in lieu of the increase
provided in the amendment.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that there can
be only a straight motion to recommit
on this bill.

The SPEAEKER. The rule specifically
provided otherwise. The rule provides
for a motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my point of order and move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, on that
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken and there
were—yeas 94, nays 324, not voting 14,
as follows:

[Roll No. 133]
YEAS—94

Abbitt Fisher Mumma
Abernethy Flynt Nelsen
Alexander Ford O’Eonski
Alger Frelinghuysen Passman
Allen Gary Pilcher
Andersen, Goodell Pillion

Minn, Griffin Poage
Andrews Haley Poff
Arends Halleck Ray
Avery Hardy Reece, Tenn.
Baker Harrison Rees, Kans.,

arry Henderson Rhodes, Ariz.
Bass, NNH Herlong Robison
Bates Hess St. George
Bennett, Fla Hiestand Scherer

Hoeven Schneebell
Betts Hoffman, I1l. Short
Brown, Ohio Hoffman, Mich. Sikes
Budge Jackson Siler
Brynes, Wis Jonas Smith, Eans.
Cederberg Keith Smith, Miss,
Chamberlain Eilburn Smith, Va.
Colmer Kitchin Taber
Curtis, Mo Lafore Teague, Calif,
Dague Laird Teague, Tex.
Derwinski Langen Thomson, Wyo.
Devine Latta Tuck
Dorn, 8.C MeCulloch Westland
Dowdy MeIntire Wharton
Downing McMillan Whitten
Elliott, Pa Matthews Winstead
Everett Meader
NAYS—324
air Blatnik Burke, Mass.

Addonizio Blitch Burleson
Albert Boggs Byrne, Pa
Alford Boland Cahill
Anderson, Bolling Canfleld

Mont. Bolton Cannon
Anfuso Bonner Casey
Ashley Bosch Celler
Ashmore Bow Chelf
Aspinall Bowles Chenoweth
Auchincloss Boykin Chiperfield
Ayres Brademas Church
Balley Bray Clark
Baldwin Breeding Coad
Baring Brewster
Barr Brock Cohelan
Barrett Brooks, La. Collier
Bass, Tenn. Brooks, Tex. Conte
Baumhart Broomfield Cook
Becker Brown, Ga. Cooley
Beckworth Brown, Mo. Corbett
Belcher Broyhill
Bennett, Mich. Burke, Ky. Cunningham
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Curtin Karsten Powell
Curtis, Mass, Earth Preston
Daddario Kasem Price
Daniels Kastenmeier Prokop
Davis, Ga. EKearns Pucinski
Davis, Tenn. Kee Quie
Dawson Eelly Quigley
Delaney EKeogh Rabaut
Dent Kilday Rains
Denton Kilgore Randall
Derounian King, Calif. Reuss
Diggs King, Utah Rhodes, Pa.
Dingell Kirwan Riehlman
Dixon Eluczynski Riley
Donohue Enox Rivers, Alaska
Dooley Eowalskl Roberts
Dorn, N.Y. Kyl Rodino
Doyle Landrum Rogers, Colo
Dulski Lane Rogers, Fla
Dwyer Lankford Rogers, Mass
Edmondson Lennon Rogers, Tex
Elliott, Ala. Lesinski Rooney
Evins Levering Roosevelt
Fallon Libonati Rostenkowski
Farbsteln Lindsay Roush
Fascell Lipscomb Rutherford
Feighan McCormack Bantangelo
Fenton MecDonough Saund
Fino MecDowell Saylor
Flood McFall Schenck
Flynn McGinley Schwengel
Fogarty McGovern Scott
Foley McSween Selden
Forand Macdonald Shelley
Forrester Machrowicz Sheppard
Fountain Mack Shipley
Frazier Madden Simpson
Friedel Magnuson Sisk
Fulton Mahon Slack
Gallagher Malilliard Smith, Calif,
tz Smith, Towa

Gathings Martin Spence
Gavin Mason Springer
Geor, May Btaggers
Glaimo Merrow Steed
Gillbert Metcalf Stratton
Glenn Meyer Stubblefield
Granahan Michel Sullivan
Grant Miller, Clem Telier

ray Miller, Thomas
Griffiths George P Thompson, La.
Gross Miller, N.XY. Thompson, N.J.
Gubser Milliken Thompson, Tex.
Hagen Mills Thornberry
Halpern Minshall Toll
Hargis Mitchell Tollefson
Harmon Moeller Trimble
Harrls Monagan Udall
Hays Montoya Ullman
Healey Moore Utt
Hébert Moorhead Vanik
Hechler Van Pelt
Hemphill Morris, N. Mex. Van Zandt
Ho Morr inson
Holifield Wainwright
Holland Multer Wallhauser
Holt Murphy Walter
Holtzman M Wampler
Horan Natcher Watts
Hosmer Nix Weaver
Huddleston Norblad Weis
Hull Norrell ‘Whitener
Ikard O'Brien, Tl Widnall
Inouye O'Brien, N.Y. Wier
Irwin O’Hara, I11 Williams
Jarman O'Hara, Mich. Willis
Jennings O'Neill Wilson
Jensen Oliver Withrow
Johansen Osmers Wolf
Johnson, Calif, Ostertag Wright
Johnson, Colo. Pelly Yates
Johnson, Md. Perkins Young
Johnson, Wis. Pfost Younger
Jones, Ala, Philbin Zablocki
Jones, Mo, Pirnie Zelenko
Judd Porter

NOT VOTING—14

Barden Durham Moulder
Bentley Green, Oreg, Patman
Buckley Green, Pa. Rivers, 8.C
Burdick Loser Taylor
Carnahan Morris, Okla.

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina with Mr,

Bentley.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr. Taylor.
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Burdick.
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Mr. JENNINGS changed his vote from
uyean to «nay_n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr, MORRISON. Mr. Speaker,
this I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 378, nays 40, not voting 14,
as follows:

on
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[Roll No. 134]
YEAS—378
Abbitt Daddario Hull
Abernethy Dague Ikard
Adair Danlels Inouye
Addonizio Davis, Ga. Irwin
Albert Davis, Tenn. Jarman
Alexander Dawson Jennings
Alford Delaney Jensen
Andersen, Dent Johnson, Calif.
Minn. Denton Johnson, Colo.
Anderson, Derounian Johnson, Md.
o Derwinski Johnson, Wis.
Andrews Devine Jonas
Anfuso Diggs Jones, Ala.
Ashley Dingell Judd
Ashmore Dixon Karsten
Aspinall Donohue Karth
Auchincloss Dooley Kasem
Avery Dorn, N.Y Kastenmeier
Ayres Dowdy Kearns
Balley Downing Kee
Baker Doyle Keith
Baldwin Dulski Kelly
Baring Dw, Keogh
Barr Edmondson Kilday
Barrett Elliott, Ala. Kil
Elliott, Pa King, Calif,
Bass, N.H. Evins , Utah
Bass, Tenn. Fallon Eilrwan
tes Farbstein Kitchin
Baumhart Fascell Kluczynski
Becker Feighan Knox
Beckworth Fenton Kowalskl
Belcher Pino Eyl
Bennett, Fla. Fisher Lafore
Bennett, Mich. Flood Landrum
Betts Flynn Lane
Blatnik Fogarty Langen
Blitch Foley Lankford
Boggs Forand Latta
Boland Lennon
Bolling Fountain Lesinski
Bolton Frazler Levering
Bonner Frelinghuysen Libonati
Bosch Friedel dsay
Bow Fulton Lipscomb
Bowles Gallagher McCormack
Boykin Garmatz MeCulloch
Brademas Gary McDonough
Bray Gathings McDowell
Breeding Gavin McFall
Brewster George McGinley
Brock Gialmo McGovern
Brooks, La. Gilbert McMillan
Brooks, Tex. Glenn McSween
Broomfield Goodell Macdonald
Brown, Ga Granahan Machrowicz
Brown, Mo Grant Mack
Brown, Ohio  Gray Madden
Broyhill Griffiths Magnuson
Burke, Ey. Gubser Mahon
Burke, Mass. Hagen Mailliard
Burleson Haley Marshall
Byrne, Pa. Halpern Martin
Cahill Hardy Mason
Canfleld Hargls Matthews
Cannon Harmon May
Casey Meader
Celler Merrow
Chamberlain Healey Metcalf
Chelf Hébert Meyer
Chenoweth Hechler Michel
Chiperfield Hemphill Miller, Clem
Church Henderson Miller,
Clark Herlong George P.
Coad Hess Miller, N.Y.
Coffin Hiestand Mililken
Cohelan Hoeven Mills
Collier Hoffman, I11.  Minshall
Conte Hogan Mitchell
Cook Holifield Moeller
Cooley Holland Monagan
Corbett Holt Montoya
Cramer Holtzman Moore
Cunningham - Horan Moorhead
Curtin Hosmer Morgan
Curtls, Mass, Huddleston Morris, N.Mex.

Morrrison Robison Thomas
Moss ] Thompson, La.
Multer Rogers, Colo Thompson, N.J.
Mumma Rogers, Fla. Thompson, Tex.

F Rogers, Thomson, Wyo.
Natcher Rogers, Tex. Thornberry
Nelsen Rooney Toll
Nix Roosevelt Tollefson
Norblad Rostenkowskl Trimble
O'Brien, Ill. Roush Udall
O'Brien, N.Y. Rutherford Ullman
O'Hara, Ill. St. George Utt
O’Hara, Mich. Santangelo Vanik
O'Konski Saund Van Pelt
O'Neill Saylor Van Zandt
Oliver Schenck Vinson
Osmers Schneebell Wainwright
Ostertag Schwengel Wallhauser
Passman Scott Walter
Pelly Selden Wampler
Perkins Shelley Watts
Pfost Sheppard Weaver
Philbin Shipley Wels
Pirnie Sikes Westland
Porter Siler Wharton
Powell Simpson Whitener
Preston Sisk ‘Whitten
Price Slack Widnall
Prokop Bmith, Callf. Wier
Pucinski Smith, Iowa Williams
Quie Smith, Miss. Willis
Quigley Spence Wilson
Rabaut Springer Winstead
Rains Btaggers Withrow
Randall Steed Wolf
Reuss Stratton Wright
Rhodes, Pa. Stubblefield Yates
Riehlman Sullivan Young
Riley Teague, Calif. Younger
Rivers, Alaska Teague, Tex. Zablocki
Roberts Teller Zelenko

NAYS—40
Alger Gross Poage
Allen Halleck Poff
Arends Harrison Ray
Berry Hoffman, Mich. Reece, Tenn.
Budge Jackson Rees, Eans.
Byrnes, Wis Johansen Rhodes, Ariz.
Cederberg Jones, Mo. Scherer
Colmer Kilburn Short
Curtis, Mo Laird Smith, Kans.
Dorn, 85.C McIntire Smith, Va.
Everett Murray Tuber
Flynt Norrell Tuck
Ford Pilcher
Griffin Pillion
NOT VOTING—14
Barden Durham Moulder
Bentley Green, Oreg. Patman
Buckley Green, Pa. Rivers, 8.C.
Burdick Loser Taylor
Carnahan Morris, Okla.
So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Buckley with Mr. Bentley.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr.
Barden.

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina with Mr.
Taylor.

Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming changed
his vote from “nay” to “yea.”

The vote was announced as above re-
corded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks, just prior to the vote
on this bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRA-
TION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1961

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the conference report on the bill
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(H.R. 12117) making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1961, and for other pur-
poses, and ask unanimous consent that
the statement of the managers on the
part of the House be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConNFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO, 1863)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12117) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Agriculture and Farm Credit
Administration for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1961, and for other purposes, hav-
ing met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 5 and 21.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 2, 3, 11, 12, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 31,
and 32, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to
the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$68,827,200"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree to
the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment
insert “$32,053,000”"; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree to
the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert "“$32,653,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “£55,220,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment insert *“$56,715,000"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$2,265,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree
to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum by said
amendment insert “$35,000,000”"; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 16: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree
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to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$16,515,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 22: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$940,000"; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 23: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$330,000,000'"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 25: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 25, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$31,050,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 26: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree
to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said
amendment insert ““$1,060,000"; and the Sen-
ate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 27: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert *“$1,488,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 28: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In leu of the matter proposed by sald
amendment insert “one hundred seventy
four thousand and seven hundred and thirty
six”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 29: That the House
recede from lts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In leu of the matter proposed by said
amendment Iinsert “eighty-seven thousand
and three hundred and sixty-eight”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 30: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree
to the same with an amendment as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$67,300”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 4 and 6.

JanmIie L. WHITTEN,
FrED MARSHALL,
CLARENCE CANNON,
H. CARL ANDERSEN,
JoHN TABER,
Managers on the Part of the House.

RicHARD B. RUSSELL,

CARL HAYDEN,

LisTer HILL,

A. WiLLis ROBERTSON,

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,

MirToN R. YouNG,

EarL E. MunpT,

HENRY C. DWORSHAE,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12117) making
appropriations for the Department of Agri-
culture and Farm Credit Administration for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and for
other purposes, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

action agreed upon and recommended in the
accompanying conference report as to each
of such amendments, namely:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Agricultural Research Service

Amendments Nos. 1 and 2—Research:
Appropriate $68,827,200 instead of $67,934,000
as proposed by the House and $70,247,600 as
proposed by the Senate. The amount agreed
to includes the following increases above the
funds approved by the House:

(1) $500,000 for research on spray resi-
dues, making a total of $750,000 additional
for this purpose;

(2) $250,000 for utilization research, mak-
ing a total increase of $950,000 for this pur-

e;

(3) A total of 272,500 for advance stafling
of the cotton insect research laboratory and
for additional research at three branch sta-
tions;

(4) $60,000 for initial staffing of two corn
insect laboratories authorized last year;

(5) $850,000 for increased vegetable crops
research;

(6) 875,000 for the Newell, S. Dak., re-
search station;

(7) $20,000 for research on weeds of sugar-
cane at Houma, La.;

(8) $25,000 for pecan insect research at
Albany, Ga.;

(9) $25,000 for research studies on salt
cedars and other phreatophytes;

(10) $60,000 to increase poultry disease
research at Athens, Ga.;

(11) $455,700 for staffing soll and water
laboratories, which provides a total of $40,-
000 for the Humboldt River watershed in
Nevada and $200,000 to expand research on
hydrology problems in Oklahoma.

Amendment No. 3—Plant and animal dis-
ease and pest control: Appropriates $52,236,-
000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$52,011,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 4—Plant and animal dis-
ease and pest control: Reported in disagree-
ment.

Amendment No. 5—Special fund: Restores
House language stricken by the Senate.

Amendment No. 6—Construction of facili-
ties: Reported in disagreement. The man-
agers on the part of the House intend to
offer a motion to recede and agree to the
sum of $2,660,000 instead of £3,700,000 as
proposed by the Senate. The amount agreed
to provides funds for various research facili-
ties as follows:

(1) #300,000 for initiating construction of
the main laboratory and headquarters at the
National Arboretum at a total cost of not to
exceed $1,500,000;

(2) $250,000 for tobacco research facilities
as provided in the House bill;

(3) $300,000 for planning and initiating
construction of a facility at Athens, Ga., at
not to exceed a total cost of 8950,000 to con-
duct research on diseases and related prob-
lems affecting poultry;

(4) $200,000 for planning and initlating
construction of a laboratory at not to exceed
a total cost of $400,000 at Mississippl State
University to conduct research in manage-
ment and structures in relation to the pre-
vention and control of disease and related
methods of improving poultry quality in the
Southeast;

(5) $300,000 for planning and initiating
construction of a laboratory at not to exceed
a total cost of 82,000,000 at or near the North
Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station at
Pargo, N. Dak,, for research on metabolism
of agricultural chemicals in insects, plants,
and livestock, and to develop sterility tech-
niques for control of insects;

(6) $250,000 for research facilities on im-
proved practices for conservation farming and
ranching at Bushland, Tex., as provided in
the House bill;

(7) $200,000 for planning and initiating
construction of a laboratory at not to exceed
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a total cost of $400,000 to conduct basic re-
search on tillage, traction, and transport
equipment and its effect on soil conservation
at Auburn, Ala.;

(8) $250,000 for planning and initiating
construction of a laboratory at not to exceed
a total cost of $850,000 to develop tech-
nology for sound conservation practices in
the Snake River Valley;

(9) $350,000 for planning and initiating
construction of a laboratory at not to exceed
a total cost of $500,000 to conduct research
on plants, soil, and nutrition at Ithaca, N.Y.;

(10) $150,000 for construction of a lab-
oratory to study soil and water management
practices of the Northwest at Pullman, Wash.

Amendments Nos. T and 8—State experi-
ment stations: Appropriate $32,553,000 in-
stead of $31,553,000 as proposed by the House
and $32,553,708 as proposed by the Senate.

Ezxtension service

Amendments Nos. 9, 10, and 11—Payments
to States and Puerto Rico: Appropriate
£56,715,000 instead of $565,715,000 as proposed
by the House and $57,715,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The conferees have elim-
inated from the bill the requirement that
the use of the additional funds be limited
to the county level. The conferees are in
accord, however, that such increase should
be used in accordance with such provision.
A number of States have used the substan-
tial increases made in this item in recent
years for additional personnel at the State
and county levels. Many of these States
have failed to maintain the salaries of
county agents at a level comparable with
agents in other States. In such States the
funds in this bill should be used for the
present number of employees at the county
level to place salaries at a level comparable
with other States. Testimony before the
House committee indicates that salary in-
creases are needed in 22 States to maintain
comparable levels.

Amendment No. 12—Retirement costs for
extension agents: Appropriates $5.961,000 as
proposed by the Senate instead of $5,875,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 13—Federal Extension
Service: Appropriates $2,265,000 instead of
$2,255,000 as proposed by the House and
$2,275,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
extra $10,000 is provided for the employment
of an additional auditor.

Soil Conservation Service

Amendment No. 14—Watershed protec-
tion: Appropriates $35,000,000 instead of
$32,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$37,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees are in agreement that $4,900,000
shall be used for investigations and planning.

Amendment No. 15—Flood prevention: In-
serts statutory reference.

Agricultural Marketing Service

Amendment No. 16—Marketing research
and agricultural estimates: Appropriates
$16,515,000 instead of $16,315,000 as proposed
by the House and $16,605,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The amount agreed to includes
funds to initiate lamb-on-feed reports, re-
search on vegetables in the Southeast, and
a pilot operation on estimates for tomatoes
and celery. The conferees agree that the full
$750,000 allowed by the House should be used
to initlate the long-range program designed
to modernize and improve the entire system
of agricultural estimates.

Amendment No. 17: Changes punctuation.

Amendment No. 18—Marketing services:
Appropriates $26,579,900 as proposed by the
Senate. The conferees have allowed the full
budget estimate for poultry inspection. The
funds so approved are for poultry inspection
as proposed by the budget.

The conferees have agreed to an increase
for administration of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act In view of the Department’s In-
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creased regulatory responsibilities over live-
stock transactions at counfry points. How-
ever, concern has been expressed by livestock
producers, country buyers, and local sales
operators regarding the possible imposition
of administrative regulations on selling and
buying practices at the farm or local level
which perhaps are appropriate for the larger
markets but which are completely contrary
to long-established and accepted customs,
arrangements, and practices by parties at in-
terest. It is the consensus of the conferees
that vast differences have prevailed and will
continue to prevall between sales by private
treaty or at local community sales and trans-
actions at the organized public and terminal
markets. For this reason care should be
exercised in the development of applicable
regulations governing livestock transactions
to provide for meeting these different situa-
tions in order that the right and freedom
of producers to negotiate, bargain, and de-
cide in their best interests shall be protected.

Foreign Agricultural Service

Amendments Nos. 19 and 20—Salaries and
expenses: Appropriate $4,487,000 as proposed
by the Senate instead of $4,447,000 as pro-
posed by the House, and authorize the trans-
fer of $2,5639,000 from section 32 funds as
proposed by the Senate instead of $2,403,000
as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 21—Special foreign cur-
rency program: Eliminates language in-
serted by the Senate relative to the pur-
chase of foreign currencies.

Commodity Ezxchange Authority

Amendment No. 22—Salaries and expenses:
Appropriates $940,000 instead of $930,000 as
proposed by the House and $941,325 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Commodity Stabilization Service

Amendment No. 23—Conservation reserve
program: Appropriates $330,000,000 instead
of $310,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$335,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. Of
the funds included for administrative ex-
penses, not less than 10,000,000 shall be used
for county expenses. Reductions required
under the balance of the administrative
funds shall be made primarily at the
Washington level.

Rural Electrification Administration

Amendment No. 24—Loan authorizations:
Authorizes $60,000,000 for the contingency
fund for each program as proposed by the
Senate instead of $50,000,000 as proposed by
the House.

Farmers Home Administration

Amendments Nos. 25 and 26—Salaries and
expenses: Appropriate $31,050,000 instead of
$30,500,000 as proposed by the House and
$31,467,6560 as proposed by the Senate and
authorize the transfer of $1,050,000 from the
farm tenant mortgage insurance fund in-
stead of $1,000,000 as proposed by the House
and $1,100,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Office of Information

Amendments Nos. 27, 28, 29, and 80—
Salarles and expenses: Appropriate $1,488,-
000 instead of $1,478,000 as proposed by the
House and $1,523,000 as proposed by the
Senate and provide for the printing of 174,-
736 coples of the 1961 yearbook “Seeds” and
the reprinting of 87,368 coples of the 1959
yearbook “Food.”

Commodity Credit Corporation

Amendment No. 31—Limitation on ad-
ministrative expenses: Authorizes $45,726,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $44,-
726,000 as proposed by the House, which
provides an additional $1,000,000 for the
contingency fund. The conferees are in
agreement that cotton-quality evaluation
and other research to be performed under
CCC contracts should not be charged to this
lmitation. They further agree that all such
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research undertaken in filscal year 1961
should be reported to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House and BSenate
when initiated and should be provided for
in the budget for fiscal year 1962.
Amendment No. 32—Limitation on admin-

istrative expenses: Eliminates language in-
serted by the House. The conferees have
eliminated the following language from the
bill: Provided jfurther, That none of the
funds herein appropriated shall be used to
formulate or administer any program which
does not provide for maximum use of Gov-
ernment-owned facilities for storing surplus
commodities, consistent with the economiecal
operation of the Corporation.
The charter of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration states: “That nothing contained in
this subsection (b) shall limit the duty
of the Corporation, to the maximum extent
practical consistent with the fulfillment of
the Corporation’s purposes and the effective
and efficlent conduct of its business, to utilize
the usual and customary channels, facilities
and arrangements of the trade and commerce
in warehousing commodities * * *.” The
conferees agree that commercial warehouse
space for storing commodities be given pref-
erence, other things belng equal; however,
when existing Government storage is avail-
able and can be effectively used at less cost,
taking into consideration all cost factors in-
volved, including risk incurred, such space
should be used in the interest of protecting
the Treasury. Such practices as moving
commodities from existing Government
storage into commercial warehouse space is
certainly not in the Interests of protecting
the assets of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration and is a waste of tax dollars. The
conferees do not favor construction of further
Government-owned storage facilities.

JaMmie L. WHITTEN,

FRED MARSHALL,

CLARENCE CANNON,

H, CARL ANDERSEN,

JoHN TABER,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. WHITTEN (interrupting the
reading of the statement). Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that further
readthlng of the statement be dispensed
with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to say to the gentleman from
Mississippi that I am a little concerned
about one sentence in the report, the
very last sentence which says that the
conferees do not favor construction of
further Government-owned storage fa-
cilities.

I would like to cite as the background
for my question the fact that last year,
the first year of the Benson corn pro-
gram, we produced 4.4 billion bushels
of corn. We consumed 3.8 billion
bushels. Obviously the CCC is obligated
under these circumstances to take over
a considerable amount of corn. There
is some doubt there is sufficient properly
located storage in existence today, even
when you add the commercial together
with the Government-owned storage.
This means that the Commodity Credit
Corporation must secure some additional
storage somewhere. If they cannot se-
cure the storage at a reasonable price
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from the trade, obviously they are going
to have to or should provide it with
some Government-owned facilities.

In order to make the language in the
report more clear, did the gentleman
intend to discourage the construction of
more Government-owned storage under
these circumstances, or where it is
necessary?

Mr. WHITTEN. May Isay to the gen-
tleman that the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Yates] offered the amendment
commonly known as the Yates amend-
ment. I think he rendered a real service
in offering that amendment. I think it
was beneficial to the conferees in writing
the conference report. Generally we
have tried to carry out the intent of that
amendment in our report, as I under-
stand the intent, though the conference
language speaks for itself.

As to the language to which the
gentleman refers, I call attention again
to the fact that we did not say govern-
ment storage could not be built. We said
only that we did not favor the construc-
tion of further Government-owned
storage facilities. The intent, as I
understand it, was that where commer-
cial facilities can be made available or
where the Government can promote the
construction by commercial enterprise,
on a reasonable cost basis, in those
cases it should be done. But I do agree
with the gentleman that under the price-
support laws storage space must be
made available in order to provide for
the price-support program. In those
cases where storage is not otherwise
available the CCC would be duty bound
to use this means of providing the price
support benefits. Thus we come back
to the fact that if commercial enter-
prises do not meet this need on a reason-
able basis, there would be an obligation
on the part of the Government to meet
it. We do not favor doing that unless it
should be necessary either because com-
mercial warehousing was unavailable or
because exhorbitant raftes were de-
manded.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Let me first thank the
gentleman for his gracious comments on
my amendment. I am still not clear as
to what the meaning of the language
used by the conferees is. I read from
the conference report:

The conferees agree that commercial
warehouse space for storing commodities be
given preference, other things being equal.

Suppose you have two facilities in an
area. You have a Government-owned
facility and you have a commercial fa-
cility, both of which are empty. It
would be cheaper to store the surplus
commodity in the Government facility.
1Is it the intent of your amendment that
the Commodity Credit Corporation
should store such grain as requires
storage in the Government facility under

those conditions?

Mr. WHITTEN. If we presume that
it would be more economical to use the
Government storage, it is our intent that
it be used. We do point out in the lan-
guage we use that there are certain cost
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factors that should be taken into con-
sideration in making the decision as to
“most economical.” The commercial
warehouse agrees to deliver the same
guality grain without deterioration. On
the other hand, the Government under
some circumstances might have no pro-
vision for loading and unloading and no
provision for turnover. That in itself
would not preclude Government-owned
storage, but in determining which is most
economical those different factors should
be taken into account. Primarily what
we say in the report is what I think the
gentleman really intended in his amend-
ment. We spell out some of the factors
which are involved in the word “eco-
nomical.”

Mr. YATES. That was the intent of
the amendment, to make the program
be operated in the most economical way
possible, and that is still the intent of
the conference report, that the program
be operated on the most economical
basis possible, and that if the corpora-
tion has a choice between commercial
and Government facilities and it would
be more economical to use the Govern-
ment facilities, the corporation is to
use the Government facilities.

Mr. WHITTEN. It is my belief that
would be required under the words of
the charter, “Consistent with the effi-
cient operation of the corporation.”
May I say the gentleman’s efforts, I be-
lieve, will lead to considerable savings
to the Government.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. MAHON. Has the action of the
conferees been discussed with the offi-
cials of the Department of Agriculture
having to do with the storage of grain,
and do they think that this compromise
arrangement is reasonably satisfactory
from the standpoint of the farmer, the
warehouse man, and others involved?

Mr. WHITTEN. We have not dis-
cussed this with the Department officials.
‘We had quite lengthy hearings with the
departmental officials earlier. This in
my judgment is in line with the sound
operation of the corporation. I do not
believe anybody in the Department could
differ with the language. After all, the
Department’s handling of the matter
led to the adoption first of the amend-
ment and now of the report. I think
it is in line with what sound-thinking
people in the Department believe, and
I think it is thoroughly workable.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WHITTEN. Iyield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland. Mr,

Speaker, I wish to commend the con-
ference committee on their splendid re-
port and to say that I appreciate their
cooperation in having the funds for mar-
keting services restored in the bill. As
I told the House on May 11, the elimina-
tion of the appropriations for Federal
compulsory poultry inspection would
have a serious impact on the important
poultry industry of the First Congres-
sional District of Maryland. Members
of the committee assured me that efforts
would be made to restore these funds
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amounting to some $26 million, and I
am happy that this has been accom-
plished.

We are proud of our Eastern Shore
poultry industry. Our producers have
remarkably increased their efficiency in
the use of inputs in feed, labor, capital,
and management, which have resulted
in lower production costs. Our breeders
and hatcheries have provided improved
meat-type strains, and our processors
have adopted modern methods and tech-
nigues. Collectively, the industry has
promoted its products in the Nation's
marketplace. In spite of these econ-
omies and good market practices, the
margin of profit to the poultry industry
has been reduced to the point where
further investments in capital assets
have been questioned.

For the past year, I have been pressing
for more favorable freight rates on feed
ingredients shipped from midwestern
grain terminals to our district. Freight
rates to other geographic areas of the
same distance or more which produce
poultry are for the most part consider-
ably lower than those prevailing in my
district. This inequity and discrimina-
tion is definitely unfair to the poultry-
men on the Delmarva Peninsula. As an
example, the Memphis area was at a
$1.97 a ton advantage over our poultry
district. A study is now under way on
freight price differential in the north-
east area and I see some hope that our
great poultry industry will obtain this
needed relief.

Another problem confronting the
great Delmarva poultry-producing area
is the need to deepen channels and im-
prove harbor facilities in order to take
advantage of cheaper water freight
rates.

The Eastern Shore is one of the largest
broiler-producing areas in the United
States. Despite higher feed ingredient
costs, higher freight rates, and higher
operation costs generally, our poultry in-
dustry has held a respectable position
because of its high degree of efficiency,
good management, and quality birds.
This great industry is and will continue
as an important segment of the general
economy of the district.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. YATES. Mr., Speaker, on May
11, when the Department of Agriculture
appropriations bill was on the floor, I of-
fered an amendment to require the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to use Gov-
ernment storage facilities to the maxi-
mum extent possible, consistent with eco-
nomical operation of the Corporation, for
the storage of surplus agricultural com-
modities. The reason for the amend-
ment was obvious. As the committee
pointed out, the storage charges for fiscal
year 1959 totaled almost $482 million.
For 1960, the storage charges for surplus
commodities were estimated to be $612
million. For the next fiscal year, storage
charges were expected to exceed $700
million. The Government itself owns fa-
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cilities in which 985 million bushels of
surplus commodities can be stored. Ac-
cording to the committee’s hearings,
these facilities are being used only to the
extent of 65 percent.

Why is this important? Because of
the great disparity between the costs of
storage in Government facilities and
commercial facilities. According to the
hearings, the cost of using Government
facilities is 5.1 cents per bushel as op-
posed to a cost of 16.3 cents per bushel
in commercial facilities. And even with
this tremendous difference in cost, it is
the policy of the Department of Agricul-
ture to require storage in commercial
bins, even though empty Government
storage space is available, It is clear
that millions of dollars in storage charges
can be saved if Government facilities are
used to a greater extent.

Now the conferees have returned with
their conference report which has
stricken the amendment I offered in the
House and which the House accepted.
I know that the conferees had a most
difficult task in trying to reconcile their
support for the Yates amendment with
the views in opposition of the Senate.
However, after speaking to several of
them earlier today on the intent of the
language in the conference report which
was substituted for my amendment, I
believe its intent is the same. The lan-
guage may be different, but the purpose
is the same.

The purpose of the Yates amendment
was to save money for the taxpayers
through the efficient and economical op-
eration of the Corporation's storage pro-
gram. It had been shown that the Cor-
poration was not making adequate use
of Government facilities. On the con-
trary, it was utilizing much more expen-
sive commercial facilities, when Gov-
ernment storage facilities were available.
As I indicated before, the hearings of
this subcommittee and of the Fountain
Subcommittee of the House Committee
on Government Operations show that the
cost of storage was 5.1 cents for Govern-
ment facilities, as opposed to 16.3 cents
for commerecial storage. No one on this
subcommittee—not even those who ob-
jected to the Yates amendment when it
was proposed, took issue with these costs
when they were considered in committee.

In view of the statements just made by
the chairman of the subcommittee that
it is the intention of the conferees that
the storage program be operated on the
most economical basis, it would seem to
me that the new language in the confer-
ence report must be construed to require
practices which encourage economy. If
Government facilities and commercial
facilities are both available, and it is
more economical to store the surplus
commodities in Government facilities, I
understand it to be the intention of the
conferees that the commodities should
be stored in Government warehouses. If
in fact it can be shown that it is more
economical to store the commodities in
commercial facilities, the commodities
should be stored in commercial facilities.

I have been assured by the chairman
that the subcommittee intends to review
the storage practices of the Commodity
Credit Corporation during the next fiscal
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year to see whether it will abstain from
the extravagant practices of which it
has been guilty in the past. I have been
assured further that the committee in-
tends to make sure that Government
facilities are utilized in a manner which
will permit the storage program to be
operated as efficiently and economically
as possible.

Mr. Speaker, the Yates amendment is
a common sense amendment. The tax-
payers are entitled to the protection it
contains., I am sure the farmers them-
selves want the taxpayers to have such
protection so that the entire farm pro-
gram is not jeopardized by unnecessary
and unwarranted expenditures. I am
sure that they do not intend that the
farm price-support program be a storage
price-support program, as well. Com-
mon sense dictates that such costs be
kept to a minimum. Common sense
should be used in administering the sur-
plus commodity storage program.

. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. ANpERSEN] for the purpose
of making a statement.

Mr., ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I am taking advantage of this
opportunity to commend and compliment
the leadership and those advocating the
measure for the speed with which the
pay-raise legislation for Government em-~
ployees was brought to the floor and ap-
proved.

Just a few days ago a discharge peti-
tion was filed, and the Members stood in
line in the well of the House to sign, and
in 2 days the required number of signa-
tures was obtained.

The pay-raise measure that we have
approved has merit, and in addition it
has popular appeal for more than 2 mil-
lion Government employees. But what
about the farmers, Mr. Speaker? Are
American farmers any less deserving of
their day in court?

It should be noted that the lowest
entrance salary for civil service em-
ployees is now $2,960. That is a rather
low salary today with the high cost of
living and industrial wages averaging
more than $90 per week. So we have just
agreed to give all Government employees
with salaries ranging from $2,960 to
$17,500 a year a substantial raise. I be-
lieve they deserve it or I assure you I
would not have voted for the bill.

But what about our farmers whose
average net income per family is only
$2,380 per year? The average farm
operator and family today earns for
labor, investment, and management
ability a total amount $580 a year less
than the lowest paid ecivil service em-
ployee to whom we have just voted a
Taise

Two-thirds of the American farms,
about 3 million of them, had incomes
from farming last year amounting to
$3,000 or less, according to the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture.

The average return to the dairy-farm
operators and their families in the Cen-
tral Northeast is below the present min-
imum civil service salary. The average
return to cotton-farm operators in the
southern Piedmont is only a fraction of
that, and the average return to wheat-
farm operators is also below the mini-
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mum civil service salary. They, too,
must live off their dollar income like any-

else.

Are farm families any less deserving
of consideration at our hands than the
families of Government employees?

An income-reducing wheat bill was ap-
proved in the other body just the other
day by a vote of 44 to 36 after an amend-
ment sponsored by the majority to re-
duce price supports another 5 percent
below the committee bill had been ap-
proved by a record vote of 48 to 34.
Wheat farmers were shocked last week
by the action in the other body and all
farmers are appalled by the lack of any
zict.lon here in the House of Representa-

ves.

I am told that the Committee on Rules,
with an 8 to 4 membership dominated
by Democrats, has still not acted on the
pending bill. I repeat, I am told that the
Committee on Rules, with an 8 to 4
membership, dominated by Democrats,
has still not acted on the pending farm
bill. But I do not see the advocates of
farm legislation, of that particular bill,
filing a discharge petition, nor do I see
the majority in control of the Congress by
virtually a 2-to-1 margin doing anything
about the farm-income problem.

On the one hand we see this quick and
decisive action on behalf of 2 million
Government employees, with salaries
ranging from $2,960 to $17,500 a year,
and on the other hand we see nothing
being done—nothing being done for the
3 million farm families with incomes at
or below the minimum civil service
salary.

When I plead for action on a worth-
while farm measure, the leaders in con-
trol of legislation alibi that it might be
vetoed. But the threat of a possible veto
did not dismay a great majority of our
colleagues here today when they signed
the discharge petition earlier and now
have cast their votes for a civil service
pay raise.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Mr,
Speaker, I make a point of order that a
quorum is not present.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw that motion
and make a point of order that the
House is not in order.

The SPEAKER. The House will be in
order.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I may
say to the gentleman from Michigan that
if the gentlemen on the other side of
the aisle are not interested in farm leg-
islation, that is their business. If their
lack of order indicates their lack of in-
terest in farm problems, let the record
speak for itself. I am merely expressing
my opinion here today in behalf of the
farmers of the Nation. If some Members
are not concerned, that is their business.
That is about what the Democratic ma-
jority has done this year; they have not
listened and they have not acted. They
have that bill bottled up in the Rules
Committee. They are waiting until the
wheat bill comes over from the Senate
and then they will say that our corn and
feed grain green acres proposal is not
germane because the bill would be

wholly limited to wheat. That will be
their strategy.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The
gentleman is talking about the Rules
Committee and our friends on the right
over here. I was not thinking of them;
I would like to hear what the gentleman
says.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota, Thank
you, sir,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is talk-
ing about the Rules Committee,

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I am
just criticizing the Rules Committee,
eight Democrats and four Republicans,
for lack of action. We have been here
more than 5 months, adjournment is
staring us in the face with the turn of
the page of our calendar, and campaign
promises to the farmer apparently have
been forgotten. The time for action on
farm legislation is long overdue, Mr.
Speaker. The House has just shown the
Nation how fast it can act when the ma-
jority decides to do so, with little or no
concern for a threatened veto.

Mr. Speaker, there is no alibi left for
the dismal failure of this Congress in the
field of farm legislation. The last, lame
excuse of a possible veto was swept aside
by the action of the House today in pass-
ing the pay raise bill.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the first amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 4: Page 4, line 5,
insert *“: Provided, That no funds shall be
used to formulate or administer a brucellosis
eradicatlon program for fiscal year 1962 that
does not require minimum matching by any
Btate of at least 40 per centum;”.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House recede and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WHITTEN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate No. 4, and concur therein with an
amendment, as follows: In lleu of the figure
1962 in said amendment insert “1963".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAEKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 6: Page 6, line 1,

insert:
“CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

“For construction of facilities and acquisi-
tion of the necessary land therefor by dona-
tlon or exchange, $3,700,000, to remain avall-
able until expended: Provided, That $300,-
000 of the amount appropriated herein shall
be available for payment of expenses for
construction of a headquarters-laboratory
building at the National Arboretum, which is
hereby authorized to be constructed under
contract authorization in an amount not to
exceed $1,500,000.”

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Speaker, I move
that the House recede and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WHITTEN moves that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate No. 6, and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed by said amendment in-
sert:

“CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

“For construction of facilities and acquisi-
tion of the necessary land therefor by dona-
tion or exchange, $2,550,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.”

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
YATES].

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. M.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentlewoman from Washington
[Mrs. May] may extend her remarks at
this point in the REcoRrb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I am ex-
tremely gratified that, in accepting the
conference report on the agriculture
appropriations bill, the House of Repre-
sentatives today included the sum of
$150,000 for the establishment of a soil
and water conservation research labora-
tory facility at Washington State Uni-
versity at Pullman.

This facility, one of five authorized for
construction in fiscal year 1961, will en-
able scientists to cope with an acute
erosion problem which is causing the loss
of soil at an alarming rate, particularly
in the rolling Palouse hills near Pullman
where much of our Northwest wheat is
grown.

As I pointed out in testimony before
the Agriculture Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, I have heard from a great num-
ber of individuals and interested farm
organizations who believe, as I do, that a
special laboratory for soil and water
conservation research should be estab-
lished within the State of Washington,
and that it should be in harmony with
the comprehensive report on “Facilities
Needs—Soil and Water Conservation Re-
search,” the report of findings by the
working group appointed by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. Within the State
of Washington, our most urgent need is
to expand materially Federal efforts in
soil and water research.

I wish to commend the House and
Senate for its action in approving this
facility.

The SPEAKER. The gquestion is on
the motion of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
motions was laid on the table.

JUDICIARY AND JUDICIAL
PROCEDURE
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for the immediate consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 12620) to amend
title 28, entitled “Judiciary and Judicial
Procedure,” of the United States Code
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to provide for the defense of suits against
Federal employees arising out of their
operation of motor vehicles in the scope
of their employment, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, on July 9,
1959, the House passed H.R. 7577, a bill
to amend title 28, entitled “Judiciary
and Judicial Procedure,” of the United
States Code to provide for the defense of
suits against Federal employees arising
out of their operation of motor vehicles
in the scope of their employment, and
for other purposes. This bill was the
culmination of much thought and seri-
ous consideration after full and com-
plete hearings were held by the Judiciary
Committee and all interested govern-
mental departments were heard. All
departments were generally in harmony
in approving the nature and purpose of
such legislation.

That bill was then passed by the Sen-
ate with an amendment in which the
House concurred so that legislation, long
sought and much needed, would not be
deferred and on the further premise that
the amendment by the other body is
applicable only to the procedural aspects
of the bill and not to the essence of the
proposed legislation.

On June 11, 1960, H.R. 7577, as
amended by the Senate, was vetoed by
the President who in his veto message
stated, among other things:

This amendment is unfortunate.

And:

Although unwilling, therefore, to approve
this bill, I would gladly sign new legislation
corresponding to HR. 7577 as first passed by
the House of Representatives.

H.R. 12620 is identical in every respect
with H.R. 7577 which, before amend-
ment, was pleasing and acceptable, in
the main, by all interested parties who
are concerned with the matters covered
thereby, pondered the problems and con-
sidered their solutions and, as indicated
in the veto message, was also acceptable
to the President. I wish to express my
appreciation to the Members of this
House who, I hope, will give unanimous
consent to its passage as it indicates that
the Members are alert to speedy action
when the need is evident and the merit
of legislation is apparent.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. LANE]?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 2679 of title 28, United States Code, is
amended (1) by inserting the subsection
symbol *(a)"” at the beginning thereof and
(2) by adding immediately following such

subsection (a) as hereby so designated, four
new subsections as follows:

“(b) The remedy by suit against the
United States as provided by section 1346(b)
of this title for damage to property or for
personal injury, including death, resulting
from the operation by any employee of the
Government of any motor vehicle while act-
ing within the scope of his office or employ-
ment, shall hereafter be exclusive of any
other civil action or proceeding by reason
of the same subject matter against the em-
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ployee or his estate whose act or omission
gave rise to the claim.

“(e¢) The Attorney General shall defend
any civil action or proceeding brought in
any court against any employee of the Gov-
ernment or his estate for any such damage
or injury. The employee against whom such
civil action or proceeding is brought shall
deliver within such time after date of service
or knowledge of service as determined by
the Attorney General, all process served
upon him or an attested true copy thereof
to his immediate superior or to whomever
was designated by the head of his depart-
ment to receive such papers and such per-
son shall promptly furnish copies of the
pleadings ana process therein to the United
Btates attorney for the district embracing the
place wherein the proceeding is brought, to
the Attorney General, and to the head of
his employing Federal agency.

“(d) Any such civil action or proceeding
commenced in a State court shall be re-
moved without bond at any time before trial
by the Attorney General to the district court
of the United States for the district and
division embracing the place wherein it is
pending and the proceedings deemed a tort
action brought against the United States
under the provisions of this title and all
references thereto. Should a United States
district court determine on a hearing on a
motion to remand held before a trial on the
merits that the case so removed is one in
which a remedy by suit within the meaning
of subsection (b) of this section is not avail-
able against the United States, the case shall
be remanded to the State court.

“(e) The Attorney General may com-
promise or settle any claim asserted in such
civil action or proceeding in the manner
provided in section 2677, and with the same
effect.”

Bec. 2. The amendments made by this Act
shall be deemed to be in effect six months
after the enactment hereof but any rights
or liabilities then existing shall not be
affected.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the business
in order on Calendar Wednesday of next
week be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, it has been reported
that we might come in early tomorrow
to consider the foreign handout bill and
an effort will be made to rush it through
in 1 day. Will the gentleman enlighten
me as to whether there will be any at-
tempt made to come in early tomorrow?

Mr. McCORMACK. I was going to
follow this request with another one that
when the House adjourns today it ad-
journ to meet on tomorrow at 11 o'clock.
Whether we get through in 1 day or not
is something I cannot foretell. I want
to frankly advise the gentleman in re-
sponse to his inquiry what my intentions
are.

Mr. GROSS. I might say that if we
do come in early tomorrow it would seem
to me that would be an invitation to ram
the bill through in 1 day. I am opposed
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to that, and I would be constrained to
object to any request to come in early.

Mr. McCORMACK. I appreciate the
gentleman’s statement.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK]?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, may
I say in response to the gentleman from
Iowa that I appreciate his frankness.
The gentleman says if I make the
unanimous-consent request to meet at 11
o’'clock on tomorrow he will object, is
that correct?

Mr. GROSS. That is correct.

Mr. McCORMACK. I shall not make
the request in view of the fact that my
friend has so frankly advised me.

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE
APPROPRIATION

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia ?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, I have
called special executive sessions of the
House Subcommittee on Treasury and
Post Office Appropriations to begin next
Tuesday, June 21, to take testimony re-
garding contracts let by the Post Office
Department.

Information which the Department
provided to the House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service indicates
that the Department may be circum-
venting the law regarding consultant
services. The law sets a maximum limit
of $100 per day which ean be paid to
individual consultants by the Depart-
ment; however, by making contracts
with consulting firms, the Department
has been able to pay at much higher
rates.

For instance, the Department has paid
one firm $400 per day, for 71 days, for
the services of a survey director; and
from $125 to $250 a day for associates.
They were supposed to be studying “the
effect of postal services and the impact
of postal rates and fees on the users of
the mail.”

It is obvious, from such outlandish
rates of pay for management consultant
surveys, that the whole Post Office De-
partment contract system must be thor-
oughly investigated by the Congress.

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I may
say to the gentleman from Virginia,
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations handling funds for the

will
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Treasury and Post Office Departments,
that if the facts are as stated by him
the meeting of our subcommittee sched-
uled for next Tuesday is very much in
order.

Mr. GARY. I thank the gentleman,
and I will say that so far as the facts are
concerned they are recorded. If there
is any reasonable explanation the Post
Office Department will have an oppor-
tunity to make it. Personally, I cannot
see how there can be any.

D.C. TRANSIT SYSTEM CHARTER
AND SIGHTSEEING OPERATIONS

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 525 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
4815) to insure effective regulation of D.C.
Transit Bystem, Inec., and fair and equal
competition between D.C. Transit System,
Inc., and its competitors. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill, and
shall continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. At the conclu-
slon of the consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and the
previous gquestion shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ArieEw] and myself such
time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes in
order, with 2 hours of general debate, the
bill entitled “To insure effective regula-
tion of D.C. Transit System, Inc., and fair
and equal competition between D.C.
Transit System, Inec., and its com-
petitors.”

Now, Mr. Speaker, the situation here is
that some years ago, several years ago,
in fact, Congress granted a monopoly of
mass transportation to the Capital
Transit System. Some time ago my at-
tention was called to the situation which
prevailed with respect to sightseeing
transit where it appears that the Capital
Transit Corp., not satisfied with the mo-
nopoly on mass transportation, is now
seeking through the use of its facilities,
to also engage in a situation with respect
to sightseeing buses, and to run out of
business these numerous little corpora-
tions that operate sightseeing facilities
here in the District. They are doing it
because of the fact that under their char-
ter they are granted certain privileges
and immunities by reason of their char-
ter on mass transportation. They are
using those privileges and immunities in
order to drive the little sightseeing people
out of business. I do not think that
ought to be permitted. For instance,
they have a certain provision in their
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charter which relieves them of the gaso-
line tax, which is quite a considerable
item in the matter of the expense of
operation of both mass operation and
sightseeing transportation. Now, the
sightseeing corporation, the little fellow,
does not have that tax exemption of their
gasoline, The transit system is using
its mass transportation facilities, such as
buses, help, and so forth, in the operation
of this effort to drive the little people out
of business.

I think the situation should be cor-
rected. The committee having jurisdic-
tion of this matter is the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. They
went into the matter at considerable
length with the Public Utility Commis-
sion and with others interested, includ-
ing the mass transportation company it-
self. They came up with the proposal
that the mass transportation company,
which is she Capital Transit Co., should
be prohibited from exereising this right
to use its mass transportation facilities
with the objective of destroying the small
business people who are engaged in the
sightseeing business. That is the sole
object of the bill. It is very brief.

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. WIER. Under the strike settle-
ment of some years ago the Capital
Transit Co. was given certain privileges
in operating its buses and streetears,
privileges having to do with the gasoline
tax, among other things.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes.

Mr. WIER. I am told that the com-
pany has no intention of exercising those
privileges of using untaxed gasoline in
its chartered buses. They have two
kinds of buses, sightseeing buses and
buses which are chartered for these large
groups that come to Washington and
want certain bus service. I am told that
they do not enjoy that privilege as to
those buses.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. I am in-
formed that they not only enjoy them
but exercise them to the fullest. I may
have been misinformed, but the gentle-
man who held the hearings on the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
can advise the gentleman better than I
can on that subject.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, although I
understand there is some opposition to
the bill itself, I know of no opposition
to the rule. I have no requests for time.
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. My, Speaker,
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 4815) to insure effective
regulation of D.C. Transit System, Inc.,
and fair and equal competition between
D.C. Transit System, Inc., and its com-
petitors.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
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on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 4815, with Mr,
BoLuing in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr, Chairman, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce reported
the bill H.R. 4815 with the recommenda-
tion that it be approved. This hill, as
was stated by the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr., Smrte] in his statement on
the rule, provides that all assets and
personnel of the D.C. Transit System of
the District of Columbia used in pro-
viding mass transportation service shall
be so used exclusively and shall not be
used in any other service in competition
with the service of any other company.

This bill, Mr. Chairman, was intro-
duced and sponsored by our ‘colleague,
a member of the committee, the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Rocers]. He has
given a great deal of study to it and will
amplify the statement and explain fur-
ther the costs. However, I should like to
give you a little of the background from
my own experience with the problem.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia.

Mr. BAILEY. How extensive were the
hearings before the gentleman’'s com-
mittee on this legislation, and were the
organized operators and workers on the
D.C. Transit System permitted to testify,
and did they testify?

Mr. HARRIS. The hearings were
quite extensive and, as the gentleman
will see by observing the printed hear-
ings, the organization referred to by the
gentleman from West Virginia did have
ample opportunity and did testify at
some length.

Mr. BAILEY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HARRIS. The subcommittee un-
der the direction of the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Wriiriams], held extensive
hearings on this subject. The subcom-
mittee did a good job in developing the
record. The full committee considered
the bill at some length in executive ses-
sion. I will get back to the bill after I
give you the background of this problem.

I would not want by what I am about
to say to have anyone think I am not
going to vote for the bill. The commit-
tee voted this bill out of committee and
reported it to the House by an over-
whelming vote. I feel somewhat obli-
gated to support the committee in its
action in view of the fact that as chair-
man at that time I did not take an ad-
verse position under the circumstances.
So regardless of what I am about to say,
I am going to support the bill.

I think probably there is some merit
in the contention of the sponsors and
those who are interested in if.

This is a fight primarily and prinei-
pally between the D.C. Transit Co.
sightseeing and charter operation and
the Gray Lines sightseeing and charter
operation. It goes back to 1956 and
prior to that time, when we had over
a period of at least 2 or 3 years a terrific
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argument in this Congress over the D.C.
Transit operation.

If you will recall back to 1953 or 1954
along in there, there was a request and
urgency that we in the Congress approve
a $20 million operation of a Federal Gov-
ernment transit operation for the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I was one of those
who were opposed to that program. A
majority of the District Committee, of
which I was a member at that time, were
likewise opposed to it. Under the leader-
ship and direction of the then chairman,
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
McMLan], we adopted what I believe
could be referred to as stopgap legisla-
tion for a period of a year or 2 years un-
til we could have time to resolve the
question.

Then the District Commissioners came
up with their proposal to take over the
D.C. Transit business and operate it
with funds appropriated out of the Fed-
eral Treasury, the sum of about $20 mil-
lion, and that went to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. I,
of course, was at that time a member of
this committee also, and our late be-
loved friend Percy Priest at that time
was chairman of the committee. We had
quite a lengthy controversy and con-
sideration. Finally, we came up with a
plan to give a franchise to the present
management, as they had offered to buy
or purchase from the former manage-
ment the transit system for the Distriet
of Columbia. Under that contract they
had to purchase the D.C. Transit opera-
tion. We gave to the present D.C. Tran-
sit Co. a franchise. That franchise has
a provision in it, I think it is section 6,
whereby the transit company could con-
tinue or have the privilege to engage in
sightseeing and charter operations.
That is part of the franchise. The
former company, Capital Transit Co.,
operated a limited service of charter and
sightseeing operation. The old company
did not engage to any extent in sight-
seeing and charter business.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. What I want
to do is keep the record completely
straight on this. The gentleman said
the sightseeing and charter provision
was a privilege in the previous franchise
l(;:hat was held by the Capital Transit

0.

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I have never
seen that franchise, and if my recol-
lection serves me correctly it was never
found out that there was any specific
provision granting that to the former
transit company. No one has ever pro-
duced it for me to see, even at the time
that we were having the meeting in com-
mittee. I would like to see that pro-
vision if it is available.

Mr. HARRIS. I understand it is part
of the old franchise or so interpreted.
That is the reason this was included in
the new franchise in 1956 as it was con-
sidered to be in the old franchise, The
gentleman can get that. It is a matter
of record.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. If the gentle-
man would tell me where it is, I would
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love to see it, because I have hunted for
it and have been unable to find it, and
the staff has been unable to find it for
me. I have requested it in the last 3
weeks and I have not found it. If the
gentleman will recall, the matter was
discussed in the joint committee that
handled this situation of which both
you and I were members, If I could see
it, I would like to see it.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman will re-
call that during the course of the hear-
ings on this bill it was discussed. They
had this privilege before, and they had
engaged only to the extent of about
$40,000 a year in such business.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is cor-
rect.

Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. It was de-
termined at that time, so far as the
record shows, that it was a matter of
sufferance and was not a specific grant
of a franchise. If there is any difference
in that I would like to see the record on
it, but I have not seen it yet.

Mr., HARRIS. The gentleman is as
familiar with the record of the hearings
as I am, and I am trying to relate the
facts as they happened. If there is any
question about the present franchise, I
refer you to section 6 of the franchise
itself which specifically authorizes it in
the act of 1956. The gentleman has that
and he is familiar with it.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is the
provision that was placed in this present
franchise which is in existence today.
What I am referring to is the previous
franchise held by the Capital Transit
Co., which was a Wolfson enterprise.

Mr. HARRIS. The hearings devel-
oped that the Wolfson group operated
sightseeing and charter business to the
extent of only about $40,000 a year.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is true.

Mr. HARRIS. Now that is the fact—
they were not engaged to any extensive
degree, but when the present manage-
ment, under the franchise of 1956, took
over, they started to increase the opera-
tion of sightseeing and charter business.
In doing so they became competitive with
the other smaller sightseeing operators
in the metropolitan area. What they
have done in doing this is to use their
equipment in competition with the regu-
lar sightseeing and charter business.

In other words, they would take the
personnel and equipment and put them
on during the rush hours of the day,
that is, the early morning and the late
afternoon, and then during the other
part of the day they would use the same
equipment and the same personnel in
their sightseeing and charter business.

In this kind of operation, and I em-
phagsize it, the present D.C. Transit oper-
ation now is engaged to the extent of
some $600,000 a year. Similar lines, the
Gray Line and others around here, in
their competitive situation claim that it
is an unfair advantage and by their
using personnel which they have to pay
for anyway and equipment which they
have to maintain anyway they virtually
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operate it without additional cost and
therefore can competitively put them out
of business.

That is simply the argument that we
have, that is the whole question.

We asked the Commissioners to deal
with this problem, and I think under
present law they can. The Commis-
sioners failed to assume the responsi-
bility that we thought they had and
deal with the problem.

We reported this bill out last year. At
the same time we adopted the resolution
requiring that the Commissioners give us
a report on the problem with the under-
standing that we would not file the re-
port with the House until we had received
this interim report. We were unable to
get an interim report until the first part
of this year, sometime about January
February, or even later, I am not sure
just when. But at that time they sub-
mitted a voluminous report and about all
it said was that they were not in position
to do anything about it, that they were
not taking a tax advantage, that they
had looked over their method of competi-
tion as it is explained in the report, how
they arrived at the tax base, and so forth.
Consequently they said that under the
circumstances they were not going to do
anything about it. Therefore, the ques-
tion still remains unsolved.

Then we held up the report trying to
work it out an even longer period of
time, but nothing could be done. There-
fore, I had no alternative except to file
this report with the House and to con-
sider it; and that is the sole question we
have here today: Whether or not D.C.
Transit System under the franchise of
1956 may now continue to operate a
sightseeing and charter business with the
same equipment and same personnel it
uses in its regular D.C. Transit opera-
tions. This bill says they cannot do so.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DEROUNIAN].

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman from Virginia
SmiTH] was asked a question about ex-
emptions. I would like to set the record
straight. I quote from the testimony of
Mr. James H. Flanagan, vice president,
comptroller, and treasurer of the D.C.
Transit System, Inc. He said at page
207 of the hearings:

The allegation so often made that D.C.
Transit System, Inc., is tax-exempt de-
serves some attention.

Congress did relieve the company from
liability for the antiquated gross receipts tax
which formerly existed. Other bus com-
panies in this area paid a 1-cent tax per mile
of operation within the District in lieu of the
gross-receipts tax. Congress has now re-
lieved these other companies from liability
for this 1-cent tax. Therefore, we are all
even in this respect, so far as exemption
from taxation is concerned.

He further states:

The Commission found that the fuel tax
payable by the company for July and August
1058 was $827.04, and so certified to the Dis-
trict Commissioners. This amount was paid
immediately upon presentation of a bill by
the District tax collector early in this month
of May.

I do not know of any other tax benefit en-
joyed by D.C. Transit System, Inc., which
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glves it an unfair advantage in its charter
and sightseeing operations over any other bus
company similarly engaged.

There is indicated here the taxes
which they pay, totaling some $1 million.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. As a matter of fact,
Mr. Chairman, the interim report to the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee on page 11 says:

As hereinbefore indicated, the question of
tax advantage under section 8 is of no sub-
stantial significance.

During the course of the hearings the
attorney for Gray Line, Mr. Arnold, also
testified that the tax exemption and the
tax question was of no significance in
connection with this bill, am I right?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. That is correct.
This is a fight principally between Gray
Line and D.C. Transit. It is a fight be-
tween business organizations. What this
bill does is to try to tell the head of a
business how he can use his equipment
and his personnel to his economic ad-
vantage or disadvantage. Being one who
is interested in maintaining private en-
terprise I am against the bill,

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe this
bill is constitutional. I think it is spe-
cial legislation; it is in the form of a
private bill for the benefit of Gray Line
and the other companies who agree with
Gray Line.

To show you how discriminatory this
bill is, may I quote from the testimony of
Walter J. Bierwagen, president, National
Capital Local Division 689, Amalgamat-
ed Association of Street, Electric Rail-
way, and Motor Coach Employees of
America, appearing on page 180 as fol-
lows: :

It should be noted that several competitors
of D.C. Transit System for sightseeing and
charter work in this area use their mass
transportation equipment, assets, and per-
sonnel in sightseeing and charter service in
the District of Columbia.

These include the Washington, Virginia &
Maryland Coach Co., which furnishes mass
transportation service in Arlington and Fair-
fax Counties, Va., and between these points
and the District of Columbia. Another com-
petitor for sightseeing and charter work is
the Alexandria, Barcroft & Washington Tran-
sit Co., which furnishes mass transportation
in Alexandria, Va., and between Alexandria
and downtown Washington. Another Iis
Washington, Marlboro & Annapolis Transit
Co., which furnishes mass transportation
service in parts of Prince Georges County,
and between points in Prince Georges County
and downtown Washington. Still another is
Suburban Transit Co., now being operated
by Inter-County Transit Corp., which fur-
nishes mass transportation service in parts
of Montgomery County, Md. and between
points in that county and downtown Wash-
ington.

A simple and logical question to be
asked is, Why should there be different
rules for the use of a company’s equip-
ment and personnel?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
genfleman from New York has expired.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 5 additional
minutes.
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Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I yield to the gen-

tleman from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Isitnottrue,asis
my understanding, in the 1956 franchise
this was specifically spelled out as being
something that the D.C. Transit Co.
should be allowed to do while under the
proposal and under this legislation that
right would be removed which was
granted upon which the present inter-
ests in control of D.C. Transit went into
the business?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. My recollection of
the record is that the gentleman is cor-
rect. In fact, the head of D.C. Transit,
Mr. Chalk, testified this was a very vital
part of his consideration in purchasing
D.C. Transit; that is, the fact they would
have sightseeing and charter privileges.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I yield to the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman is
not correct. This does not put the D.C.
Transit Co. out of the sightseeing busi-
ness. It prevents the use of the District
of Columbia franchise for the purpose
of promoting the sightseeing business.
It provides they will have to separate
their sightseeing business from their
other franchise business.

Mr. DEROUNIAN,. If that is the case,
this is the first time in mass transporta-
tion history that this is being done in the
United States, because from available
information all charter companies and
sightseeing companies that are engaged
in mass transportation use their equip-
ment in the manner D.C. Transit is using
theirs.

Mr. Chairman, this is an unfair way
to legislate. This is a bad bill.

Let us give the Public Utilities Com-
mission of the District the authority and
let us jog them into doing the right
thing. If the D.C. Transit is not ac-
counting for its revenues properly, that
is one thing, but let us not take cor.
rective action which is unconstitutional
and discriminatory. The Gray Line is
the greatest monopoly there is in the
United States so far as sightseeing and
charter is concerned. They control
about 12,000 hotel rooms in the Distriet
of Columbia alone.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, all I
know is what I read. On page 6 of the
hearings the gentleman from Mississippi
stated:

It is apparent that the purpose of the bills
is to restrain the transit system from en-
gaging In sightseeing or charter operations.

Now, that is the plain fact. It is there.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I think the effect
of this bill would be exactly that.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Therefore, if they
were knocked out at this time, at least
a profitable part of this system would be
knocked out, and it would almost, of
necessity, raise the fares which, it seems
to me, are already high enough.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. The gentleman's
point is well taken, because the chair-
man of the Committee on Legislation of
the Interstate Commerce Commission,
Hon. Kenneth H. Tuggle, said this on
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page 5, of the hearings, talking about
getting separate equipment for sight-
seeing:

Such duplication of facilities and restric-
tions against the interchange of personnel
and equipment as between the types of serv-
ices rendered would of course result in in-
creased costs and possibly have an overall
effect of giving rise to a need for increased
fares for transit, or “mass transportation,”
services., The competitive advantage of D.C.
Transit's tax exemptions would, however,
appear to remain unaffected.

We shall not forget that we have to
consider the people of the District of
Columbia, their mass transportation sys-
tem and the effect upon them. I am not
worried about the Gray Line, D.C.
Transit, or anybody else, but I do not
want to pass any pointless legislation.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The gentle-
man stated that this was cperated like
all other mass transpertation systems
throughout the country engaging in
charter and sightseeing,

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I said that this is
the modus operandi of mass transporta-
tion systems throughout this country.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Does the
gentleman have any documentation to
support that statement of fact in regard
to other cities?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I think you will
find it in the record. I think our late
departed colleague, Mr. Bush, who used
to be in the bus business, asked search-
ing questions about this, and I think the
replies brought forth the situation as it
exists

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield further,
I think you will find that this is a very
unique situation and that there are only
one or two companies in the United
States that have any tax exemption
coupled with a monopoly. This is a very
unique situation.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I would
like to know whether we are going to
finish this legislation tonight or what
the program is. That is what I want to
find out. Will somebody on the majority
side tell us? Some of your Members
have been coming over here asking us
to make a point of no quorum. I know
you know how to do that. Are you going
to finish tonight or what?

Mr. HARRIS. I have not had an op-
portunity to confer with the leadership,
and at this moment I do not know just
what this plan is. I will be glad to try
to find out, I will say to the gentleman.

Mr. MEADER. M. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MEADER. Do I understand the
gentleman to be saying that this legisla-
tion would compel the D.C. Transit Co.,
if it is to engage in sightseeing and
charter operations, to operate in an un-
economical fashion?
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Mr. DEROUNIAN. It would do ex-
aetly that. It would have to buy new
buses if it wanted to transport children
from Alexandria to Washington. It
could not use the same driver, not the
same bus, not use the same man to paint
the different signs, ~ It is ridiculous. It
certainly does not militate in favor of
efficient operation.

Mr. MEADER. May I ask the gentle-
man if the record shows anywhere what
proportion of the sightseeing and char-
ter business is now enjoyed by D.C.
Transit and how much by Gray Lines?
How much do the other operators in the
District enjoy?

Is there evidence that D.C. Transit is
using some favored position to drive
others out of business?

Mr. DEROUNIAN. For the last avail-
able period Gray Lines showed twice the
amount of charter and sightseeing busi-
ness as did D.C. Transit. But, talking
about a monopoly, here are some inter-
esting statistics. Let us look at the
wages that these various companies
pay. D.C. Transit pays its employees
in its sightseeing business $2.82)z an
hour; W.B. & M. pays $2.65; AB. & W.
$2.56 an hour; Gray Lines, the main pro-
tagonist for this bill $2.27 an hour; W.M.
& A. pays $1.87 and Suburban Transit
pays $1.74. So that D.C. Transit pays
the highest wages.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN]
asked a question a few moments ago
about how long we planned to run. I
thought under the circumstances we
could go until about 5:30. We could get
that much of the debate behind us.

Mr., SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield for a moment,
may I say for the edification of the chair-
man of the committee that I have only
one more request for time; this is an
indication of how long we will take on
this side.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MULTER].

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreizm Com-
merce, in his usual fair and forthright
manner, has presented to you precisely
the issue that this legislation brings
before the House. During the course
of the remarks of the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Smtal, in
his presentation under the rule, he was
asked about the facts underlying this
legislation and he very properly said
that he was stating the facts as they
were submitted to him. Without in
any way attempting to criticize the gen-
tleman for his statement—and I am
sure he presented the facts as they were
submitted to him—TI say that his pres-
entation is not in accordance with the
record, When I talk about the record,
I want you to bear in mind that this
matter was first presented to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia,
And that is where it belonged. The
Committee on the District of Columbia
saw fit to take no action, Then it was
presented to the Small Business Com-
mittee. The Small Business Committee
conducted rather lengthy hearings, on
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May 12, 16, and 19, 1958. They were
printed in two parts, aggregating 208
pages. The Small Business Committee
rendered a report on the matter which
was subsequently submitted to the House
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Parman]l, as chairman of the Select
Committee on Small Business. In his
letter of transmittal of August 20,
1958, he said, “I am glad to transmit the
report as the report of this committee.”

There was no dissent to that report.
The report confirmed the fact precisely
as stated to you by the distinguished
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS],
that this legislation is the result of the
ficht waged by the Gray Lines, the
biggest sightseeing company in the
country, against D.C. Transit Co., a mass
transportation company which also en-
gages in sightseeing operations. Those
operations are on a much smaller scale
than that of Gray Lines.

The Small Business Committee in-
dicated in its report that the law and the
regulations vested with the Public Utili-
ties Commission of the District of Co-
lumbia and with the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia ample power
to do anything and everything that
might need to be done in order to pre-
vent any unfair competition, They can
regulate rates, if necessary, and do what-
ever might be called for in connection
with that business to promote and pro-
tect the public interest.

There was an effort made throughout
those hearings before the Small Business
Committee—as there was before the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce—when the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Parman] submitted his bill,
H.R. 23186, identical with the Rogers bill
which is before us here as HR. 4815—
the effort was made to show that there
is some tax exemption or advantage
given the D.C. Transit Co. that gives it
an unfair competitive advantage over
all of its competitors. When the facts
were adduced at both sets of hearings,
at which appeared representatives of
the Gray Lines, their lawyers, and others,
all concerned—and you will find this
in the report of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce which
is before you—that there is no tax con-
sequence here that gives any unfair ad-
vantage to anybody.

As a matter of fact, everybody agreed
that if D.C. Transit were losing money
and therefore would get some tax
exemption that might be an advantage
to it but that would hurt no competitor.
On the other hand if it were making
money and paying taxes again no dis-
advantage accrued against a competitor.
All affected had to agree that if there
were tax benefits, then the solution was
not try to change the D.C. franchise, or
to change the law that gave them the
franchise. The way to correct the un-
fairness to the other fellows, small or
large, was either to give them the same
tax exemptions or to take them away
from D.C. Transit Co. We did enact leg-
islation to give such tax exemption to the
other sightseeing companies competing
with D.C. Transit Co. But there are
gﬁltaxes and no tax exemptions in this
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Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. The gentleman
mentions the Small Business Committee
report on this matter. That committee
in its report at page 3 stated:

Gray Lines, Inc., is the largest of the
sightseeing and bus chartering services In
the District of Columbia when measured by
volume of business derived from those serv-
ices. No other operator has as farflung
assoclations and affiliations throughout the
country. No other has as many hotels in
or out of the District tied up by exclusive
contracts. Gray Lines, Inc., alone controls
almost 12,000 hotel rooms in the District.
Its nearest competitor, the D.C. Transit
System, Inc., controls less than 1,500.

Mr. MULTER. Those are the facts
that existed then, they are the facts
that exist today, and they are the facts
as they existed during the course of the
hearings before the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce. If you
want to compare size, the Gray Lines
in 1957 had a gross income of almost
$1,300,000 and paid taxes and license
fees of only $48,054. Compare that with
taxes and fees of $364,270 paid by D.C.
Transit Co. for the same period. During
that period the sightseeing service of the
D.C. Transit Co. was less than $500,000.

What is behind this? The facts and
the documents before the various com-
mittees established beyond any perad-
venture of a doubt that Gray Lines is
trying to use this legislation—and I cast
no aspersion on any Member of the
House who favors this legislation—to
force D.C. Transit Co. to buy them out
at an exorbitant price. That is the only
reason for this legislation.

Permit me to direct your attention to
these facts: The Small Business Commit-
tee has recommended against this leg-
islation, the Public Utilities Commission
has recommended against it, the Dis-
trict Commissioners have recommended
against it, the District of Columbia Com-
mittees of both Houses have refused to
take any action on it, and the Interstate
Commerce Commission, while taking no
position on the bill, says that to enact
this bill, and I quote from page 5 of the
hearings, “would of course result in in-
creased costs and possibly have the over-
all effect of giving rise to a need for
inereased fares for transit or mass trans-
portation services.”

If you want to see the fares for the
District of Columbia populace go up,
then enact this bill. I hope you will not
do so.

This bill is in fact a private bill which
takes from D.C. Transit System, Inc., its
charter and sightseeing operations. It
does so at the instance of Gray Line,
which is the largest sightseeing operator
in the District of Columbia metropolitan
area. It deprives D.C. Transit System of
its property without due process of law
and without compensation.

The technique employed by the bill is
bad; the precedent dangerous. The pub-
lic interest is best served by integrated
mass transit and charter and sightseeing
service. This is the longtime custom not
only here but in practically every com-
parable community, Under this bill,
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other local transit companies may con-
tinue in the future, as they have in the
past, to perform both operations. Only
D.C. Transit and its employees—who will
lose work opportunities—are discrimi-
nated against.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. Iyield.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Did I cor-
rectly understand the gentleman to say
something about the Gray Line trying
to force D.C. Transit to buy them out?

Mr. MULTER. Yes.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I should like
to read a telegram I have received, be-
cause that statement was made to me
several times and I made an investigation
of it. This is a telegram that was ad-
dressed tome. Itreads:

This is to inform you that the under-
signed and Col. Harry J. Dooley, president,
and Miss Jewel Burton, secretary, were ap-
proached at least four separate occasions by
D.C. Transit officials who sought to obtain
the Gray Line franchise in Washington, D.C.
The initial request for an appointment came
from Morris Fox, first vice president of D.C.
Transit, in May 1957. Mr. Fox sent repre-
sentatives Leonard Wolf and Clayton S. Wells
to our Chicago office following the May re-
quest. Messrs. Wolf and Wells stated that
D.C. Transit had advantages in the sight-
seeing industry in Washington with which
other operators could not compete. They
also stated that these advantages were driv-
ing the Gray Line in Washington to failure
and that D.C. Transit was therefore the
logical representative in Washington. Messrs.
‘Wolf and Wells sought to persuade Gray Line
Sightseelng Cos., Associated, to transfer the
franchise from the present member in the
District of Columbia to D.C. Transit. D.C.
Transit’s proposal was rejected out of hand
but subsequent requests were made by D.C.
Transit in 1958 and in 1858.

Gray LiNeE SIiGHTSEEING CoOS.,
ASSOCIATED,
JorN A. CEAPIN, Vice President.

CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. MULTER. What is the date of
that telegram?

Mr. ROGERS of Texas., It is dated
June 6, 1960.

Mr. MULTER. May I say to my col-
league I have no doubt the telegram
was received by him and of course the
gentleman quoted it accurately. But I
would say to you, sir, and I say to this
House that that is a belated effort by
them to cover up their real purpose in
sponsoring this legislation. I repeatthat
the testimony adduced before the Small
Business Committee on which I then
served and still serve established that
Gray Lines sought to force D.C. Transit
Co., Inc., to buy it out. Those efforts by
a representative of the Gray Lines (of
Washington—not of Chicago) continued
after the filing of the Small Business
Committee report on August 20, 1958,
and I can personally attest to that fact.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us see where
the pressures are coming from with ref-
erence to this particular matter. As
part of the printed record, we find this
memorandum made by the gentleman
who was in attendance at a meeting
between Mr. Chalk and the distinguished
chairman of the Small Business Commit-
tee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PaT-
MAN], on July 10, 1958. This is an offi-
cial memorandum of the conversations
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had at that time which are printed as
part of the record. This is what the
memorandum says, and I quote:

The chairman mentioned that he had
hoped some arrangement could be reached
whereby the sightseeing business could be
surrendered by Mr. Chalk (that is the D.C.
Transit Co.), it being understood that he
would be compensated therefor in some
fashion which was appropriate.

. It hardly comes with good grace to
follow that with a bill, HR. 2316, to
strip D.C. Transit Co. of its sightseeing
business and that without compensation
and without due process of law.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 3 additional
minutes.

Mr. MULTER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer in

a moment to the unconstitutionality of
this bill. But, first, I want to call your
attention to some further testimony, in
addition to what the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. Roose-
verT] read from the opening statement
of the chairman of the subcommittee,
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
WirLLiams], when the hearings got on the
way.
The first witness in support of the bill
was the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Patman]l. He was asked by the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, the
gentleman from  Mississippi [Mr.
WirLrams]:

In looking over these bills, it appears to
me that the bills would provide that the
transit system be restricted entirely to the
transit operations, and not permitted, or not
be permitted to engage in any other
activity.

Is that the purpose?

The gentleman from Texas
PatMaN] responded:

The bills provide that the corporation
shall not use its mass transportation facili-
tles in competitive business. That is what
is intended, Mr. Chairman,

In other words, competitive business will
be competitive. It will not put them out of
business. It will not put the D.C. Transit
out of business in any of these businesses,
but it will place them on the same plane,
with no special advantages.

Mr. Winiams. In other words, if these
bills should become law, the D.C. Transit
System would enjoy its special statutory tax
privileges, insofar as mass transit is con-
cerned, or public transit is concerned. How-
ever, in regard to its sightseeing operations
and these other operations which you men-
tioned, it would not receive these tax bene-
fits, but would be placed on exactly the
same plane as competing systems.

Mr. Chairman, I have already indi-
cated to you that all the parties involved
must agree that there is no tax involve-
ment in this bill. If you read the bill
you will see there is not a word men-
tioned about taxes nor even any refer-
ence thereto.

All the hill seeks to do is to take from
the D.C. Transit Co. its right to operate
its sightseeing services.

As to the unconstitutionality of the
bill, you will find on pages 368 and 369
of the printed record an opinion from
the Library of Congress. It is fairly

[Mr.
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long, but I will quote but one short ex-
cerpt from it and will omit the citations
to the court decisions. The opinion
concludes and I quote:

As property is the sum of all the rights
and powers incident to ownership, including
the right to control its use, and as confisca-
tion may result from a denial of the “use of
property” as well as from a taking of the
“title to property,” I believe S. 304 is un-
constitutional.

Mr. Chairman, the bill S. 304 is the
Senate counterpart of the bills H.R. 2316
and H.R. 4815, which is before you now.

There can be no doubt that this is not
an attempt to help small business as
against big business. This is not an at-
tempt to create tax equality.

This is an attempt to take by so many
words and by mention of the company—
a right given by the Congress in its
franchise to D.C. Transit, Inc. It is an
attempt to take out of that franchise
without compensation, without due
process of law, by, if you please, a bill
of attainder, to take from it, a very valu-
able property right, which it has ac-
quired at the invitation of the Congress
and which with its own money it has
built up.

Mr. Chairman, we all remember that
the transit situation in the District of
Columbia was in one awful mess when
Mr. Chalk was asked to come in, and he
did come in. He took over a company
that was inoperative, it was strike bound,
it had old obsolete equipment. The
service had been the worst in the coun-
try. He is now giving us good, clean
transit facilities in the District of Co-
lumbia; we are getting good service at
reasonable fares.
lmll\drr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of this

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I only want to dwell
on one point as to why I believe this
legislation is not generally in the public
interest as far as the District of Colum-
bia is concerned. There are several hun-
dred pages of testimony in book form.
In other words, the hearings were quite
complete. The testimony that struck
me most forcefully was that which dealt
with why it was important for D.C.
Transit to engage in the sightseeing busi-
ness, and that may occur to you also.
Why was that necessary? Why is it
necessary today?

In the very nature of the transit busi-
ness you have peaks and valleys in the
use of your personnel and in the use of
equipment. I think this will be ad-
mitted by both sides, that beginning at
about 6:30 to 7 o'clock in the morning
the peak starts from down at a low level,
and it reaches this peak, according to my
recollection, between 9 and 10 o’clock in
the morning; then it goes down into the
valley, which is quite sharp, between the
hours of 10 and about 3:30. Now, here
is an area, here is a time when there is
almost no use of either personnel or
equipment. It isthis equipment and this
personnel that D.C. Transit uses during
these valley periods when there is little
if any transit business.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRINGER. I will yield; yes.
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Mr. COLLIER. Is it not true that
there are many different mass transit
companies across the country who are
faced with the same problem of peaks
and valleys, that do not engage in extra
curricular activities3 And is it not also
true that the D.C. Transit Co.’s fare of
25 cents is about the second highest of
any mass transportation system in this
country?

Mr. SPRINGER. I think the gentle-
man will find if he goes into the thing
deeply enough, that there are many
transit systems that do engage in it. On
the other hand, I will say there is prob-
ably an equal number that do not. So
to that extent the gentleman is correct.

I remember testimony and the gentle-
man probably will remember having re-
ceived telegrams from transit companies
over the country who do engage in the
sightseeing business during the daytime
and who have vested interests, they say,
in the retention of the sightseeing busi-
ness.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr.Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further for a further
ohservation?

Mr. SPRINGER. Iyield.

Mr. COLLIER. The point I was trying
to make is that there are other mass
transportation systems in the country
which do not engage in sightseeing or
chartered transportation, who are ren-
dering service at fares less than those
charged by D.C. Transit and who are
still in operation notwithstanding the
fact they, too, have problems of peaks
and valleys.

Mr. SPRINGER. The problem of
peaks and valleys is in any system, I
will say to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois. I merely bring it up to-
day as a problem in discussing the cost.
This is a very substantial amount. The
gross revenue from this, according to my
recollection of 2 years ago was about
$520,000 a year.

That is a half million dollars. When
you think of a gross revenue of the D.C.
Transit System being probably in the
neighborhood of $25 million a year, you
can see that this is approximately 3 per-
cent which would be taken away in the
form of gross revenue. I believe this is
an important property right they have.
It is necessary for them to have it if
you are to take the best advantage of the
equipment and personnel that the com-
pany has.

There is just one other thing. There
has been one rate increase last year. The
D.C. Transit has given notice that if this
right is taken away there will be no
other alternative except to bring this to
the attention of the Public Utilities Com-
mission. I take it that means in case
this right is taken from them in the
form provided in this bill they intend to
come in and ask for another fare in-
crease.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself 4 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is a practical mat-
ter which the people of the District of
Columbia, in my estimation, are imme-
diately faced with and which the Public
Utilities Commission of the District of
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Columbia will be faced with if this right is
taken away in the bill.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I know the
gentleman from Illinois has always been
a great champion of small business, as is
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RoosevELT], who brought that same mat-
ter up a few minutes ago about the need
for a mass transportation system to have
these fringe benefits, so to speak, in
order to operate at a profit.

Here is what you are doing when you
take that position: You are saying that
in order to provide a mass transportation
system you have to furnish a corporation
with the right to put a bunch of little
independent businessmen out of busi-
ness by undercutting them in every way
in order to take over their business as a
supplement to the mass transit system.
If a subsidy is needed to provide a mass
transit system it ought to be paid by all
of the people and not by the people who
are engaged in sightseeing and in the
charter business and in the limousine
business which the D.C. Transit Co. is
moving into. That is exactly what is
being done in this particular situation.
They are using the tax exemption, they
are using their equipment to undercut
these smaller people in the business, in-
cluding the little fellows at the foot of
Capitol Hill and in front of the White
House, they are practically putting them
out of business. I have some letters I
am going to read when my time comes
which will show you what is happening to
the little people.

Mr. SPRINGER. Here is my answer
to the gentleman from Texas: If this
sort of thing exists today, as the gentle-
man contends, then this right should
not have been given to them in the first
place. It is my belief, and I am not a
great constitutional lawyer, in spite of
what has been written in here on page
5 with reference to constitutionality, it
would appear to me as a former judge,
for whatever that title is worth, that
there is a serious question of constitu-
tionality when you take away from a
company a right which they had at the
inception and was vested in them. Now
you seek to come along 3, 4, or 5 years
later and take the right away without
reimbursement. I think it is a question
probably of what he is legally entitled
to. If he is legally entitled to engage
in it, it should have been enforced.
That is a question for the future. But
I think there is a serious question. This
taking away, of course, is going to wind
up in the courts anyway.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The mat-
ter was brought up about this right by
the joint commitiee when Mr. Wolfson
went out of business and the D.C. Tran-
sit took over. Mr, Chalk at that time
stated in answer to queries by me as to
why he wanted to go into the business
and he said he wanted to do about what
the Capital Transit is doing, which was
about $40,000 a year.

He has taken this situation and he
has abused a privilege and a right that
was given him in good faith by the Con-
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gress. He is putting people out of busi-
ness. The gentleman spoke about the
constitutionality of it. If the Congress
granted the right under section 6 of the
franchise this is not taken away from
him. He still has the right to operate
any kind of a charter or sightseeing
business he wants to, but he does not
have the right to have an unfair advan-
tage over his competitors. This bill
would stop that.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 min-ites to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. BArLEY].

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I asked
for this time in order to express my vig-
orous opposition to this piece of legisla-
tion which, on the face of it, shows it is
a violation of the franchise granted by
the Congress to the D.C. Transit Co. only
4 years ago. It also brings in the ques-
tion that it interferes with the bargain-
ing agreement existing now between the
D.C. Transit Co. and its several hundred
employees here. The hearings disclose
that the D.C. Transit Co. is paying as
high as 80 cents an hour more than some
of these other companies that desire to
take over the business or take this busi-
ness away from the D.C. Transit Co. I
am speaking on behalf of the union
members of the Amalgamated Associa-
tion of Street Electric Railway and Bus
Operators and their contract with the
D.C. Transit Co. Even if it is only 5 per-
cent, as the gentleman who just preceded
me said, that it is going to cost, overall,
the D.C. Transit System, it will affect
scores of the present employees of the
D.C. Transit Co., who will lose their jobs.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The fact of
the matter is this, that the people I want
to protect by this bill are the people who
are small independent business people
and who want to work, and they want to
work for whomever they choose. But, as
this matter turns out, it will not be long
that they will not be able to work for
anybody except the D.C. Transit people.
I have had letters from people that had
to give up stands on the corner because
of the manner in which this thing has
been operating, cutting underneath their
prices, increasing the granting of these
places for the use of their leads to where
these people had to go to work for the
D.C. Transit Co.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia has ex-
pired.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. WIEr].

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, I have a
deep concern over this piece of legis-
lation. I am opposed to it and I shall
vote against it. My reasons primarily
are because—and God forbid that we
have another streetcar sfrike in this
community that we had to wrestle with
for about 8 months a few years ago—
this action on this bill could be a lead
in that direction. As most of you know,
I come from the city of Minneapolis.
Minneapolis has a population of pretty
close to 600,000. We have the Twin
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Cities Rapid Transit Co. in Minneapolis
which serves both Minneapolis and St.
Paul, intercity. We also have the in-
dependent bus companies there. And
the fare for our riding public is 25 cents.
I want to say, too, that we would be
in a bad way because of the many events
we have in the city of Minneapolis if
we did not have the facilities of the
Twin Cities Rapid Transit Co. in this
very charter and sightseeing bus busi-
ness. That applies also to the con-
ventions that we have. These little bus
lines are not able to take care of the
conventions that come to Minneapolis,
neither are the taxicabs nor any other
mode of transportation able to take care
of the Saturday afternoon crowds at big
events. The Twin Cities Rapid Transit
Co. is available to all who want to use
the service on any occasion.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIER. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Do they separate
their physical facilities and their work-
men for these two operations?

Mr. WIER. No. The very buses that
carry the passengers to work in the
morning go out to the baseball game in
the afternoon. Our baseball park is
quite a little distance outside the limits
of Minneapolis; the same with our uni-
versity football crowds. So, I hope that
this bill is defeated.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BoLLiNG, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that the Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 4815) to insure effective regu-
lation of D.C. Transit System, Inc., and
fair and equal competition between D.C.
Transit System, Inc., and its competitors,
had come to no resolution thereon.

THE ITEM VETO IN THE STATES

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. ScCHWENGEL] is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, in
further support of my efforts to convince
the Congress that approval of the item
veto authority for the President is an
important step forward in achieving fis-
cal stability at the Federal level, I wish
to review the history of the item veto as
it has been used in the various States.

As you know, I have had my legisla-
tive research team at the State Uni-
versity of Iowa studying the item veto
issue for over a year, and as a result of
this study, I have introduced three joint
resolutions as approaches the Congress
might use in authorizing its use by the
President.

On June 8 I addressed this body on
the history of the item veto from the very
inception of our Government. Today, I
wish to dwell upon the wide use the item
veto has had in most of the States. In
doing this, I again want to call attention
to the research which has made these
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remarks possible. The young men work-
ing for me at the State University of
Iowa, under the direction of Dr. Russell
Ross, have done a thorough and note-
worthy study. I have had their findings
checked by authorities in this field, and
have been gratified with the praise
which has been directed to the members
of the team.

The veto of specific items in appropri-
ation bills is very predominate in State
constitutions. At the present time 42 of
the 50 States have provisions for the item
veto in their State constitutions. These
States are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Dela-
ware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebras-
ka, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Da-
kota, Texas, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming, Alaska, and Hawaii.

The item veto was first adopted in the
United States in the Provisional Consti-
tution of the Confederacy. Article I,
section 5 of that document states that—

The President may veto any appropriation
or appropriations and approve any other ap-

propriation or appropriations in the same
bill.

This was continued in the Permanent
Constitution of the Confederacy, which
states in article I, section 7, that—

The President may approve any appropria-
tion and disapprove any other appropriation
in the same bill. In such case he shall, in
signing the bill, designate the appropriations
disapproved, and shall return a copy of such
appropriations with his objections to the
House in which the bill originated and the
same proceedings shall then be had as in
case of other bills disapproved by the Presi-
dent.

Only North Carolina of the Confeder-
ate States does not now have the item
veto in its State constitution.

The first two States to adopt the item
veto were also in the Confederacy.
These were Georgia and Texas, both of
which adopted it in 1868. Other early
States to adopt it were West Virginia in
1872, Pennsylvania in 1873, Arkansas
and New York in 1874, Alabama, Mis-
souri, Nebraska, and New Jersey in 1875,
Colorado and Minnesota in 1876, Califor-
nia in 1879, and Illinois in 1884.

State constitutions vary on the ma-
jority necessary to override the Gov-
ernor’s veto of an item in an appropria-
tion bill. Thirty of the 42 States re-
quire two-thirds majority for overriding.
Some require two-thirds of the total
membership, some require two-thirds of
members present and voting, and others
make no definite provision for either.
Those requiring two-thirds majorities
are Arizona, California, Colorado, Flor-
ida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Kansas,
Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon-
tana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New
York, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South
Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, Wis-
consin, and Wyoming. Those specify-
ing two-thirds of the members present
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are Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Ore-
gon, South Dakota, Texas, Washington,
and Wisconsin. Those with provisions
for two-thirds of the total membership
are Hawaii, Illinois, Louisiana, Michi-
gan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey,
New York, North Dakota, Pennsylvania,
Utah, and Wyoming. In Alaska vetoed
appropriation items become law by af-
firmative vote of three-fourths of the
membership of the legislature.

Six States, Alabama, Arkansas, Con-
necticut, Kentucky, Virginia, and West
Virginia, have item vetoes which can be
overridden by a majority of each house,
Alabama, Arkansas, and West Virginia
provide for a majority of total mem-
bership being necessary, while the
others do not further define a majority.

Five States provide for a three-fifths
majority. A three-fifths vote of the
members present is sufficient in Rhode
Island; a three-fifths vote of the mem-
bers elected, in Delaware, Maryland,
Nebraska, and Ohio.

Only one State, Virginia, provides for
a different majority for overriding ap-
propriations items than is necessary for
overriding vetoes of other bills. A ma-
jority is required to override item vetoes,
while two-thirds of members present is
necessary to override vetoes of bills other
than appropriations items. No State
allows the veto of items in nonappropria-
tion bills, which are generally required
to be limited to one subject which must
be expressed in the title of the bill. This
provision in many cases gives the Gov-
ernor and the people some protection,
since it makes it impossible for the leg-
islative body to lump two or more sub-
jects together in a given hill. That is
why there is less need in the States for
an item veto for a nonappropriation bill.

Two States on which a considerable
amount of study has been given to the
workings and history of the item veto
are Illinois and Pennsylvania.

Illinois adopted the item veto in 1883,
under Gov. Shelby M. Cullom. Illinois
mayors had been given this power in
1875, and an item veto bill narrowly
missed being enacted in the 1881 session
of the Illinois General Assembly. Gov-
ernor Cullom advocated it to the assem-
bly in 1883, and it was adopted, 35 to 7,
in the State senate and, 107 to 2, in the
house of representatives. It was ap-
proved by the people by a vote of 428,-
831 to 60,244 and, therefore, was formally
placed as an amendment to the Illinois
constitution in 1884.

The amendment stated:

Bills making appropriations of money out
of the treasury shall specify the objects and
purposes for which the same are made, and
appropriate to them, respectively, their sev-
eral amounts in distinct items and sections;
and if the Governor shall not approve any
one or more of the items or sections con-
tained in any bill, but shall approve the

residue thereof, it shall become law as to the
residue in like manner as if he had signed
it. The Governor shall then return the bill
with his objections to the items or sections
of the same not approved by him to the
house In which the bill shall have originated,
which house shall enter the objections at
large upon its journal and proceed to recon-
sider so much of said bill as is not approved
by the Governor. The same proceedings
shall be had in both houses in reconsider-
ing the same as is hereinbefore provided in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

case of an entire bill returned by the Gov-
ernor with his objections; and if any item
or section of sald bill not approved by the
Governor shall be passed by two-thirds of
the numbers of those elected to each of the
two houses of the general assembly, it shall
become part of sald law, notwithstanding
the objections of the Governor.

At first this provision was used very
little in Illinois. Between 1884 and 1903,
19 years and nine sessions of the general
assembly, the item veto was used only
once., In 1899, Governor Turner rejected
a $99,166.61 appropriation for the Uni-
versity of Illinois. Since then, however,
there has been a close relationship be-
tween the increase in size of State budg-
ets and the more extensive use of the
item veto.

Illinois Governors have interpreted
liberally the authorization to veto dis-
tinet items in appropriation bills. There
are two ways in which this was liberally
interpreted: Governors have stricken the
phrase “per annum” in biennial appro-
priation bills, and in the reducing of
items.

In December 1915, the Illinois Supreme
Court in the case Fergus against Russel
held that these two liberalizations were
unconstitutional. The court also ruled
that, since these reductions were uncon-
stitutional and that no outright veto had
been made, the entire appropriation
should be permitted to stand.

The item veto in Pennsylvania is
probably stronger than that of any other
State. There the veto power includes
the power to reduce any item. No other
State has a constitutional provision that
will permit this. The Governor may
veto a bill within 10 days of passage. If
he does not do so, the bill is approved
automatically and becomes law unless
this 10-day period falls, within 10 days
of adjournment of the legislature. Bills
passed less than 10 days before the end
of the session become law 30 days follow-
in adjournment unless they are vetoed.
Even though the item veto in Pennsyl-
vania includes the power to reduce items,
it does not include the power to veto cer-
tain items of nonappropriaiton bills.

From 1939 to 1946 the Pennsylvania
Legislature passed 2,174 bills, of which
229 were vetoed, 330 appropriations were
reduced, and 23 appropriations struck
out. During all but 2 years of that time
both the legislature and the governor-
ship were in the hands of the Republican
Party. From 1941 to 1942 the Demo-
cratic Party controlled the house of rep-
resentatives.

Because of the item veto and the re-
duction power the Governor’s budget is
enacted into law in much the same form
as it is proposed:

[In thousands of dollars]

Gover- | Amount
nor's passed Amount
Hession budget hf legis- | vetoed Total
ature
386, 200 10, 225 376, 065
408, 102 50, 9 357,112
A8, 300 1, 381, 704
538, 651 21, 808 516, 842

Governors of Pennsylvania customar-
ily do not give detailed reasons for vetoes
of specific items or reduction in items.
Only once has the legislature overrid-

June 15

den a veto even though many items have
initially passed the legislature by more
than the required two-thirds majority.
One reason for this is that few bills, and
particularly appropriation bills, are
passed until the last 10 days of the ses-
sion. In 1924, 98 percent of all appro-
priation items of bills vetoed or reduced
occurred in the 30-day period following
adjournment. In 1945 only 14 of the
224 vetoes and 17 of the 337 item vetoes
or reductions reached the legislature be-
fore adjournment.

The item veto has been used as a
means for breaking deadlocks between
the two houses of the legislature. In
1941 the Democratic-controlled house of
representatives and the Republican-
dominated senate were deadlocked on
appropriations. The Republican senate
passed an appropriations bill in the same
form as the house of representatives
“‘objectionable as some provisions are”
and “left it to the Governor’s constitu-
tional power to correct such conditions
as it can.”

The growth of the item veto has been
quite spectacular considering that in
92 years 42 States have adopted it. Most
States writing new constitutions include
it, as did our two newest additions to the
Union, Alaska and Hawaii.

Next Wednesday, June 22, I have been
granted permission to take the floor
again so that I can review the argu-
ments pro and con on the item veto.
After the presentation of all of these
facts, it is hoped that other colleagues
will join me to press for action on this
legislation.

DR. THOMAS DOOLEY, A MAN OF
GOD, A SPLENDID AMERICAN, A
DEDICATED DOCTOR

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the
unselfish expression of love for our fel-
low man occurs with varying frequency
in most of our lives. Few of us, how-
ever, can boast the daily devotion to
humanity of Dr. Thomas A. Dooley.
His dedication fo the task of helping
those in need knows no limit and the
sacrifice of his personal safety to the
cause of helping others to know a better
and safer life is an example of human
greatness which fills us with awe. I can
think of no more fitting recipient of the
Lay Churchman Award, and it gives me
great pleasure to see the recognition
given this great humanitarian by the
Religious Heritage of America, Ine.

Dr. Dooley’s recent personal tragedy
has highlighted for the entire world his
tremendous achievements in wiping out
disease and sickness in Laos and other
countries. Needless to say, Dr. Dooley’s
courage and devotion to humanity did
not originate with his operation for can-
cer in August of last year. Since 1954, he
has struggled against disease in Indo-
china—first as a Navy physician after
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the fall of Dienbienphu and, after his
discharge from the Navy in 1956, under
the auspices of Medico in setting up his
first hospital in Laos.

The magnitude of the challenge which
faced Dr. Dooley in Indochina defies our
imagination. Ashe describesit:

These people have always thought that
having something wrong with them is natu-
ral. Malaria is endemic here, and they don't
think anything at all of some fever. We
are changing that.

I find Dr. Dooley’s description of his
Navy experience in Indochina especially
moving. He states:

We saw simple, tender, loving care, and the
crudest kind of medicine, inexpertly prac-
ticed by mere boys, change a people’'s fear
and hatred into friendship. We saw it trans-
form the brotherhood of man from an ideal
into a reality. To me, that experience was
like the white light of revelation. It made
me proud to be a doctor—an American doe-
tor who had been privileged to witness the
enormous possibilities of medical aid in all
its Christlike power and simplicity.

Instead of being discouraged by the
enormity of the task before him, Dr.
Dooley was fired up with hope and with
practical energy. He founded a non-
profit, nonsectarian organization, Med-
ico, to gather money, equipment, and per-
sonnel to enable him to do the work he
saw must be done. He opened hospitals
first in Laos and later six others in Asia,
Afriea, and South America.

Dr. Dooley’s love for humanity, and his
great vision of human needs is combined
with a down to earth sense of what is
possible. He says:

I believe that those of us who attempt to

aid in a foreign land must be content with
small achievements.

He makes use of local residents as
practical nurses, midwives, and orderlies
whenever he can. He keeps the cost of
the medical care he practices to a bare
minimum-—last year he treated more
than 36,000 persons at a little less than
$1 a year for each patient. But in a
sense his very great realism in viewing
his tremendous goals make his successes
all the greater.

Dr. Howard Rusk writing on two dif-
ferent occasions in the New York Times
has pointed up the tremendous potential
of Dr. Dooley’s contribution for the en-
tire world. On August 23 he wrote of
Dooley’s work:

His own fight against cancer he considers
just a skirmish, when the tools of health
and healing can combat the international
cancer of communism,

One week later, Dr. Rusk stated:

Tom Dooley has awakened anew our reali-
zation that healing is a priceless tool in the
winning of men's minds for freedom. He
has been not only a great emissary for heal-
ing, but for peace.

For Dr. Dooley, the fruits of his work
are in themselves a sufficient reward.
He describes his attitude with these
words:

All our Medico doctors are happy men.
They have the happiness that comes to peo-
ple who have found the path, the path that
leads out of themselves and into involve-
ment with mankind. They will be able to
look back at the end of their lives and feel
they've accomplished something important.
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I wish to add my congratulations and
admiration to those of many others who
feel as I do that this award is richly de-
served by a splendid American, Dr.
Thomas Dooley. He has heard and truly
followed the lesson of the two great
commandments—Ilove of God and love
of neighbor.

In my remarks, I include a news item
appearing in a recent issue of a Wash-
ington newspaper:

Dr. DooLEY, Laos HosPrTan FOUNDER, To RE-
CEIVE HERITAGE AWARD HERE

Dr. Thomas A. Dooley, the founder of jun-
gle hospitals in Laos, will come to Washing-
ton June 16 to receive the annual Lay
Churchman Award of Religious Heritage of
America, Inc., the organization announced
yesterday.

Others who will recelve awards are: Ruth
Youngdahl Nelson, churchwoman of the
year; D, Elton Trueblood, clergy churchman
of the year; and George W. Cornell, faith and
freedom award in religlous journalism.

The awards will be presented at a dinner
in the Statler-Hilton Hotel. Paul Wooton,
Washington correspondent of the New Or-
leans Times-Picayune, will be toastmaster.

Dr. Dooley, a graduate of the University of
Notre Dame and the St. Louis School of
Medicine, gained fame when his book *De-
liver Us From Evil,” describing his fight
against disease in Haiphong, North Vietnam,
became a best seller. He founded his first
hospital in Laos with proceeds from the hook
and help from U.S. drug firms.

He returned to the United States last
summer for a cancer operation and again this
spring for a checkup. He is going back to
Laos at the end of the month.

Mrs. Nelson is a writer of inspirational re-
ligious books. She was Distriet of Colum-
bia Mother of the Year in 1953, and Scandi-
navian Woman of the Year in 1854. She ls a
member of the National Board of Christian
Higher Education of the Augustana Lutheran
Church. Her husband, the Reverend Dr.
Clarence T. Nelson, is president of the Coun-
cll of Churches, National Capital area. She
is a sister of Federal Judge Luther W. Young-
dahl.

Dr. Trueblood interrupted a career as re-
ligious author and professor of philosophy at
Earlham College, Richmond, Ind., in 1854,
to serve 2 years as chief of religious infor-
mation for the US. Information Agency. He
is a former executive secretary of the Balti-
more Yearly Meeting of Friends. His latest
book, a religious best seller, is “Confronting
Christ.”

Cornell, a religious writer for the Associ-
ated Press since 1951, writes a weekly column
called “Religion Today.” His book, “They
Knew Jesus,” was published 2 years ago.

Announcement of the awards was made by
Lisle M. Ramsey, president of Religious
Heritage.

The awards dinner is a highlight of the
Heritage's annual 3-day Washington pil-
grimage. Previous award winners include
President Eilsenhower, Evangelist Billy Gra-
ham, and the late Cecil B. de Mille.

THE INTER-AMERICAN PEACE COM-
MITTEE'S HISTORIC REPORT ON
TRUJILLO; IS CASTRO NEXT?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ALBERT). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
PorTER] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, a week
ago today the Inter-American Peace
Committee transmitted its report of its
investigation into “the flagrant viola-
tions of human rights by the Government
of the Dominican Republic,” to use the
words of the charge made by Ambassador
Marcos Falcon-Briceno for the Govern-
ment of Venezuela.

While very important, the condemna-
tion of Trujillo’s barbaric tyranny by
this distinguished Committee acting for
the Organization of American States is
secondary to the precedent established.
If we are to have peace with freedom in
the world, we will attain it only through
this kind of collective intervention on
hehalf of the principles of freedom and
democracy.

This historic report stands as a proud
achievement for the OAS as it seeks to
fulfill its purpose, the promotion of rep-
resentative democracy and human rights
in a peaceful, thriving hemisphere,

The United Nations can profit by this
example. A world shocked by the abor-
tive summit conference can properly take
comfort from this action by the Inter-
American Peace Committee.

This report, of course, is not the end
in any sense. It is the basis and the be-
ginning of further action with respect to
Trujillo’s foul government and others
resembling it in the hemisphere. This
collective intervention is only by words—
strong, authoritative words, the power of
which should not be underestimated.
Steps should be taken now to publicize
this report throughout Latin America
and particularly in the Dominican
Republic.

PUBLICIZE THE CHARGES

Let radio stations in Puerto Rico,
Florida, Honduras, Cuba, Costa Rica,
Venezuela, and elsewhere be the Joshua's
trumpets to blast down the crumbling
walls of Trujillo’s doomed government.
This clarion call comes, not from one
individual or from one or two nations,
but from virtually the entire hemisphere.

Trujillo refused to allow the Peace
Committee to enter the Dominican Re-
public. He was, understandably, afraid.
The committee heard testimony from
many exiles and from others. It was
my privilege to have a small part in help-
ing some of these witnesses come hefore
the committee.

The conclusion was no surprise:

That international tensions in the Carib-
bean region have been aggravated by flagrant
and widespread violations of human rights
which have been committed and continue to
be committed in the Dominican Republic.

What were some of these violations by
Trujillo and his gang? They include
denial of free assembly and of free
speech, arbitrary arrests, cruel and in-
human treatment of political prisoners,
and the use of intimidation and terror
as political weapons.

These acts—

Said the report—

constitute the denial of fundamental rights
set forth in the American Declaration of the
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Rights and Dutles of Man, as well as of prin-
ciples of the Charter of the Organization of
American States.

TRUJILLO'S CRIMES ABROAD

The Committee found that these sys-
tematic violations by the Trujillo gov-
ernment increased the tensions existing
in the Caribbean region. Reference was
made to the illegai activities of agents
of the Dominican Government abroad.
I can cite, among others, the case of
Jesus de Galindez, in which my own
constituent, Gerald Lester Murphy, was
unwittingly and fatally involved.

Trujillo gave the United States an
insultingly false explanation of Murphy's
death, an explanation which we formally
rejected. No other was ever submitted.

The entire text of this epoch-making
“Report of the Inter-American Peace
Committee on the Case Presented by the
Government of Venezuela” is set forth at
the conclusion of these remarks. Itisa
document worth the close attention of
every Member of Congress.

The Inter-American Peace Committee
members, all cutstanding men, were Am-
bassador John C. Dreier, representative
of the United States, Chairman of the
Committee; Ambassador Hector David
Castro, representative of El Salvador;
Ambassador Vicente Sanchez Gavito,
representative of Mexico; Ambassador
Carlos A. Clulow, represel tative of Uru-
guay; Minister Santiago Salazar Santos,
representative of Colombia.

Hemispheric opinion, when expressed
by these men in their roles as official in-
vestigators for the Organization of
American States, can and should be very
powerful. Wide and repeated publicity
may be sufficient to finish the Trujillo
government.

If more action is necessary to gain re-
spect for human rights, the means are
at hand. Once, not long ago, such a
report could not have been made. Even
to propose such a committee would have
been to call down emphatic objections of
intervention, followed by the express or
implied statement that the United States
was again interfering in the affairs of
its sister states.

The United States has changed its
ways in this respect. The OAS is not a
facade for U.S. imperialism. It is a sov-
erign body of which the United States
is one member. We can and we do lead
on occasion but we have learned not to
push or to try to dominate.

TRUJILLO SOON TO FALL

Other measures against the Trujillo
Government can take the form of diplo-
matic and commercial sanctions, but
these need not be considered at this time
because it appears that they will not be
necessary. Trujillo has his bags packed.

There are other nations in the hemi-
sphere where systematic violations of
human rights are being perpetrated and
thus increasing tensions. Nicaragua and
Paraguay both have governments which
should be investigzated by the Inter-
American Peace Committee, but first
its attention should be turned toward
Castro’s Government of Cuba. It is dif-
ferent but, in terms of tensions affecting
the peace of the hemisphere, no less
important.
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Castro’s promises of elections in 138
months have been laid aside in favor of
mob approval. His one-time respect for
a free press has vanished along with all
the free newspapers. Anyone who dis-
agrees out loud goes to jail.

Castro promised to carry out land re-
form under his law providing for inven-
tories and payment, but many takings
are confiscations from law-abiding citi-
zens, or foreigners who have good rec-
ords of productivity in the use of their
lands and who did not support Batista.

Castro often said that he would pro-
tect the 26th of July revolution from be-
ing taken over by any other faction, in-
cluding the Communists. Serious ques-
tions for investigation are whether
Castro is allowing the transshipping of
Communist arms to Communist-directed
revolutionaries elsewhere in Latin Amer-
ica, and whether he is allowing Cuban
anti-Americanism, in part understand-
able, to be exaggerated and used by the
international Communists.

CASTRO IS NOT TRUJILLO

Would Castro allow an OAS Peace
Committee to carry on an investigation
in Cuba? I have heard that he would
not. I hope I have heard wrong. Cuba
today is not the Dominican Republic,
and Castro with all his shortcomings as
a chief executive, is no Trujillo.

Not long after I returned from a visit
to Cuba in January 1959, shortly after
Batista's overthrow, I said on the floor
of the House that many Cubans who
hated Batista were “sickened by the
thought that Fidel Castro, perhaps in
spite of himself, may end up just another
Latin American strong man ruling for
an interval by terror and tribute. This
is by no means impossible.”

Castro does not, as yet anyway, rule
by terror in the way Batista ruled and
Trujillo rules. He does use a lot of
intimidation and this can all too easily
and quickly edge into terror. Nearly
everyone concedes that Castro is per-
sonally honest and that his government
is incredibly uncorrupt. He is not “just
another Latin American strong man.”

Cuba was overdue for a social and
economie revolution. The question is
whether Castro’s headlong and head-
strong leadership can lead to anything
but disaster. For the asking he could
have had the strong and invaluable help
of Gov. Luis Mufioz-Marin, of Puerto
Rico, former President Jose Figueres of
Costa Rica, and Romulo Betancourt,
President of Venezuela. They hated
Batista and they favored a social revo-
lution in Cuba, but they like most
Americans believe in free elections and
individual rights.

Castro could have had friendly,
generous help from a United States
whose policies about dictators were, at
the very moment when Castro came to
power, changing drastically, Cuba would
have profited by our improved policies
and by our embarrassment for past
shameful support of Batista. But public
opinion in the hemisphere has turned
against Castro. Unless he changes his
attitude about free elections and in-
dividual rights, Cuban public opinion
also will turn against him.
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We have to face the situation as it
is. An accurate, authoritative assess-
ment can be made by the OAS Inter-
American Peace Committee, preferably
by an investigation within the bound-
aries of Cuba but, if necessary, right
here in Washington by interviewing
exiles and others with firsthand in-
formation about the state of human
rights in Cuba today.

THE ROLL OF THE OAS

The historie precedent has been set by
the report issued a week ago. The OAS
must now continue to fulfill its great
obligations to the peoples of this hemi-
sphere in accordance with the principles
set forth in its charter.

The hemisphere needs a definitive re-
port about the tensions apparently
emanating from Castro’s government of
Cuba. I wish I could be as calm and un-
disturbed about Cuba’s immediate future
as some seemingly well-qualified observ-
ers appear to be. Too many democratic
friends of mine have been forced out of
the Government or have withdrawn their
support. Castro’s repeated irrational
rantings against the United States and
his tolerance of Communists makes me
shudder, not for our dignity but for what
must soon be the sorry consequences in
Cuba. There is much trouble ahead for
the people of Cuba under a government
led by a man who misrepresents and dis-
torts facts, ignores his own laws, and fails
to recognize that communism is a
tyranny.

I have asked him many times, person-
ally, by mail and by cablegram, about
setting a date for elections, about per-
mitting freedom of the press, about op-
posing Communist tyranny as he opposed
Batista tyranny, about enforcing the
terms of his own agrarian reform law,
and about many other measures which
I along with others felt in the best inter-
ests of the Cuban people. My suggestions
and criticisms have largely been ignored.

No doubt there is much I do not know,
perhaps much I cannot understand,
about Cuba's deep, broad, and intense
revolution. That is why I hope that the
OAS Inter-American Peace Committee
will go forward to carry on its historic
mission and to proceed to investigate the
status of human rights in Cuba.

The following, in addition to the com-
plete text of the report by the Inter-
American Peace Committee, are one edi-
torial and several articles about Cuba.
To some extent they only add to my
mystification about Castro’s government
and the Cuban revolution, but the au-
thors appear to be qualified, sincere wit-
nesses whose testimony should be heard
and evaluated along with testimony of
those who hold different opinions.

REPORT OF THE INTER-AMERICAN PEACE CoMm-
MITTEE ON THE CASE PRESENTED BY THE
GOVERNMENT OF VENEZUELA
The Gover: t of Vi la, in a note

of February 17, 1960, signed by its repre-

sentative on the Council of the Organiza-
tion of American States, requested the Inter-

American Peace Committee to investigate

“the flagrant viclations of human rights by

the Government of the Dominican Republic,

which are aggravating tensions in the Carib-
bean.”

The Committee decided, first, that in view
of the powers and functions which were
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glven it in resolution IV of the Fifth Meet-
ing of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign
Affairs, it was within its competence to con-
sider the request of the Government of Vene-
zuela. As will be recalled, that resolution,
in entrusting to the Committee the study
of the guestions that were the subject of
the convocation of the meeting of consul-
tation, provides in article 1, paragraph (b),
that the Inter-American Peace Committee
shall examine—

“The relationship between violations of
human rights or the nonexercise of repre-
sentative demoeracy, on the one hand, and
the political tensions that affect the peace
of the hemisphere, on the other.”

In this determination regarding its com-
petence the représentative of Venezuela, who
had withdrawn from active participation as
a committee member at the time when he
presented his Government’s request, did not
take part. Colombia was designated as a
substitute by the Council of the Organiza-
tion, on March 1, 1960, in accordance with
article 11 of the statutes of the Committee.

In order to gather as much reliable in-
formation as possible with respect to this
case, the Committee requested information
from the member states in a circular note
of February 25, 1960, sent to all the repre-
sentatives on the Council except those of the
Dominican Republic and Venezuela, with
whom the Committee has remained in
contact,

The Committee considered that it would
be desirable to visit the Dominican Republic
in order to investigate on the scene the
situation exising in that country. For that
purpose the Committee decided to exchange
points of view with the representative of
the Dominican Republic on the Council.
The corresponding invitation was extended
by means of a note dated February 19, 1960,
with which the Dominican representative
received a copy of the note from the repre-
sentative of Venezuela. The resultant con-
versations were initiated on February 24,
1960,

In the course of these conversations with
the Dominican representative, the Commit-
tee requested and obtained from him in-
formation regarding the case under study
and, in accordance with the provisions of
article 2 of resolution IV of the Fifth Meet-
ing of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign
Affairs, asked him if his Government would
be prepared to give its consent for the Com-
mittee to visit the Dominican Republic in
order to carry out the investigations that
it considered necessary.

During the session held on March 8, 1960,
the representative of the Dominican Repub-
lc stated that his Government, in the exer-
cise of its option provided for in article 2 of
the above-mentioned resolution IV, did not
give its consent for the Committee to visit
the Dominican Republic. The reasons given
by the representative of the Dominican Re-
publie, on informing the Committee of the
decision of his Government, were reiterated
in a note which he sent to the chairman of
the Committee on March 24, 1960.

In view of the interest which existed re-
garding its actions in this case, the Com-
mittee decided to issue a press release on
March 18, 1960, making public the negative
reply of the Dominican Government.

In its conversations held with the repre-
sentative of the Dominican Republic, the
Committee expressed its natural and partic-
ular interest in obtaining information re-
garding the arrests in his country of persons
involved in the subversive movement put
down by the Dominican authorities in Jan-
uary 1960. The Committee had received re-
ports on this matter to the effect that there
had been more than a thousand such arrests.
In this regard, the representative of the
Dominican Republie said that, in accordance
with official reports of his Government, the
number of persons who had recently been
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arrested in his country for activities directed
against the security of the state amounted
to 222; he referred to the acts of clemency
of the Dominican Government in favor of
these persons, such as the release of the
women who had participated in the move-
ment and the reduction of some of the sen-
tences imposed by the lower courts; he gave
the Committee a memorandum containing
a chronological account of the cases of am-
nesty and pardon of persons condemned in
the course of the last 25 years for acts against
the security of the Dominican State; and he
suggested the desirability of the Committee's
studying the question of violations of human
rights in the Caribbean region in its general
aspects and not in relation to only one of
the countries comprising that region.

In view of these statements of the Do-
minican representative and taking into ac-
count various reports and documents which
by then had been received by the Commit-
tee—for example, the second pastoral letter
of the Dominican bishops, dated February 28,
1960—the Committee belleved that there was
reason to hope that the Dominican Govern-
ment would decree an amnesty for the po-
litical prisoners or would adopt some other

e of cl ncy in their favor, on the
occasion of Easter, April 17, 1960. Desirous
of avoiding any step which might adversely
affect the fate of the political prisoners, the
Committee deemed it desirable not to make
any pronouncements on the case under
study during the first days of April and de-
cided in favor of issuing a report of a gen-
eral nature, dated April 14, entitled “Spe-
clal Report on the Relationship Between Vio-
lations of Human Rights or the Non-Exer-
cise of Representative Democracy and the
Political Tensions that Affect the Peace of
the Hemisphere,” in which, among other
matters, questions related to the existence of
political prisoners in the American Republics
are considered.

The Committee's hopes regarding an am-
nesty turned out to be unfounded., In fact,
it was not until May 31 that the Committee
received a note from the Dominican repre-
sentative, dated May 30, in which the Com-
mittee was informed that “within the Do-
minican Government's process of carrying
out acts of clemency in behalf of persons in-
volved in the subversive plots discovered at
the beginning of the year, another group of
683 of the persons sentenced was set free on
Saturday, May 28, 1060.”

Despite the Dominican Government's hav-
ing declined to give its consent for the Com-
mittee to visit its territory, the Committee
decided to obtain, through means available
to it, reliable information regarding the sub-
ject of the request presented by the Vene-
zuelan representative.

The Committee received testimony from
Dominican exiles who had recently left that
country, as well as from nationals of other
American countries who had been in the
Dominican Republic during, or just after, the
events which gave rise to the arrests that
occurred beginning in the month of January
1960. Among the Dominican exiles inter-
viewed by the Committiee were representa-
tives of different social and economic spheres
of the country, such as educators, workers,
former members of the armed forces, indus-
trialists and businessmen. These interviews
were held in closed sessions and the Com-
mittee does not consider it desirable to make
public the names of the witnesses or the
text of their statements.

In addition to the testimony of actual wit-
nesses of the situation existing in the Do-
minican Republic, the Committee examined
extensive and reliable press material and also
made use of valuable information provided it
by certain representatives of member states.

On the basis of the evidence which it has
been able to gather, the Committee has
reached the conclusion that international
tensions in the Carlbbean region have been
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aggravated by flagrant and widespread vio-
lations of human rights which have been
committed and continue to be committed in
the Dominican Republic. Among these vio-
lations, mention must be made of the denial
of free assembly and of free speech, arbitrary
arrests, cruel and inhuman treatment of po-
litical prisoners, and the use of intimidation
and terror as political weapons. Some of the
victims of these grave acts appeared before
the Committee and made statements. These
acts constitute the denial of fundamental
rights set forth in the American Declaration
of the Rights and Duties of Man, as well as
of principles of the charter of the Organ-
ization of American States.

The relationship between the systematic
violation of human rights and international
political tensions that affect the peace of
the hemisphere was analyzed by the Com-
mittee in its above-mentioned special report
of April 14, 1960—Document CIP-2-60. The
case which is the subject of the present re-
port confirms, in the judgment of the Com-
mittee, the conclusions which it reached as
a result of the above-mentioned analysis
since it is evident that the violations of
human rights in the Dominican Republic,
just alluded to, have increased the tensions
existing in the Caribbean region.

In the above-mentioned special report
some obhservations were also made regarding
the problems confronting the governments
which give territorial asylum to the citizens
of the countries governed by dictatorial
regimes that do not respect the fundamental
rights of the human individual. Those ob-
servations are particularly applicable to the
situation created by the presence, at the
current time, of many Dominican exiles in
the countries of the Caribbean region, by the
circumstance that in recent months there
has been an increase in the number of
Dominican nationals seeking refuge in for-
eign countries, and by the appreclable in-
tensification of the activities of the exiles
directed toward effecting a change in the
government of their native country. Like-
wise, it should be mentioned that these
groups of Dominicans, as well as numerous
persons and organizations of different nation-
alities, are requesting, through the press and
in public demonstrations, the adoption of
international measures against the present
Government of the Dominican Republic.
This situation is the cause of serious concern,
and has created difficult problems, for the
governments of the countries receiving the
refugees, where public opinion has for some
time been aroused over the state of affairs
in the Dominican Republic.

Regarding the foregoing, the committee
must also refer to the repercussions resulting
from the circumstance that public opinion
has linked certain violent acts which have
occurred in different American countries with
illegal activities of agents of the Dominican
Government abroad. The Committee has re-
ceived and continues to receive reports con-
cerning these cases, but, independently ot
any conclusions which it may reach on the
matter, it considers it to be its duty to point
out that existing tensions in the Caribbean
have been heightened in an exceptional man-
ner by this public reaction.

The Dominican Government has reacted
very adversely to these developments. Among
the manifestations of the foregoing are the
attacks in the press, by radio and other
means of propaganda of the Dominican Re-
public against those governments and chiefs
of state who have shown sympathy for
the cause of the Dominican exiles. As this
subject exceeds the limited scope of the
present report, the Committee will not an-
alyze it at present. It must, however, ex-
press its opinion that this course of actiom,
in turn, constitutes an additional element
of disturbance in international relations in
the hemisphere.
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In view of all that which has been stated
above, the Committee stresses the fact that
international tensions in the Caribbean area,
far from diminishing, have been increased
and that, in its view, these tensions will
continue to increase so long as the flagrant
violations of human rights in the Dominican
Republic persist.

JoHN C. DREIER,

Ambassador, Representative of the
United States; Chairman of the
Commitlee.

Hecror Davip CASTRO,

Ambassador, Representative of EI
Salvador.

VICENTE SANCHEZ GAVITO,

Ambassador, Representative of Mexico.

Carros A, CLULOW,
dor, Repr tative of Uruguay.
SANTIAGO SALAZAR SANTOS,
Minister, Representative of Colombia.
JuNE 6, 1960.
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[From the Christian Science Monitor, June 9,
1960]
Cusa: RESTRAINT BUT Not InacTiON

Cuba’s Premier Castro is in much the
same position as a little boy who knows that
grownups aren't supposed to strike children
who play pranks.

His recent announcement that Soviet
Premier Ehrushchev will visit Cuba—plus
broad hints that Chinese Premier Chou En-
lai may follow—constitutes a sort of diplo-
matic hotfoot for Uncle Sam.

The question is how serious a hotfoot
is it? And how do Latin American onlookers
interpret it?

Many persons in the United States have
jumped to the conclusion that the danger
from a major Cuban-Soviet or Cuban-Chi-
nese tie lies mainly in the field of mysterious
submarine or missile bases.

Such speculation tends to divert attention
from more likely dangers: (1) that Dr.
Castro can be persuaded by his Marxist allies
to act as a transshipper of arms to Commu-
nist-directed revolutionaries elsewhere in
Latin America; and (2) that his newly es-
tablished network of Cuban propaganda
offices and radio stations may sow anti-
Americanism there,

It is easy to see that these two areas might
tempt the Cuban revolutionary hero. Since
his rise to power he has gradually moved
away from strictly internal reform and be-
gun dabbling in big-power politics—first as
a declared neutralist, currently as a man
determined to give Moscow the benefit of
the doubt and Washington doubt for every
benefit.

In the process, he has shown an increasing
faith in the exportability of his revolution,
which has meanwhile moved away from
moderate socialist reforms toward arbitrary
extremism.

This is a harsh assessment of a revolution
that started out to be a new deal for Cuba,
and has, in fact, made much desirable prog-
ress against illiteracy and an underdiversified
economy. But it is an assessment that is

more widely recognized among
leaders in the hemisphere. And the Khru-
shehev visit tends to confirm it.

But if this hotfoot is a symptom of some-
thing serlous—and it is recognized as such
by many Latin democratic leaders—what can
be done?

Certainly economic or military retaliation
against Havana is not the answer. Dr,
Castro still maintains wide support at home.
His reform successes, loudly trumpeted, are
still magnetically popular with many con-
stituents of the very democratic leftist re-
formers in Latin America who have them-
selves become disenchanted with Castro.
U.S. intervention would martyrize Dr. Castro
and reverse the eye-opening now going on.
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But there are several other fields for positive
action:

1. The United States can present more
undistorted information about its support
for reform and human rights, both by radio
and in print in local languages of the land-
less and downtrodden. (It should not con-
tinue to let Moscow broadcast in Latin-
American Indian dialects without competi-
tion.)

2. Working through the Organization of
American States, Washington can support a
tightened arms limitation agreement (limi-
tation, not prohibition). It can help organ-
ize joint patrolling against sea- or air-borne
arms smuggling.

3. Congress can give the President discre-
tionary power to adjust sugar quotas should
the hotfoot get too hot.

4, Washington can do much more through
coordinated economic aid to help new demo-
cratic reform governments gain support from
the underprivileged and discontented.

[From Social Order magazine, March 1960]
CasTrO AND CuBA—THE PoLITIicS OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT
(By William P. Glade, Jr.)

Only a year ago cheers and applause
greeted Castro's appearance in our movie
newsreels. They have now, reports Miss
Dorothy Kilgallen, changed to boos and
hissee, the popular expression of a disen-
chantment dally more widespread.

Journalists who praised the barbudo's
early successes have become vocal in oppo-
sitlon.! Congressional affirmations of sym-
pathetic interest gradually diminished to a
whisper, to be submerged altogether in re-
cent weeks by mounting criticism and none-
too-subtle references to sugar import guotas.
After months of what appeared to be a studi-
ously patient and conciliatory policy, toward
the end of this past October, the State De-
partment’s attitude stiffened markedly and
the first of a number of official protests was
made.

The events underlying this growing appre-
hensiveness are, in their externals at least,
too well known to require more than the
briefest recapitulation.

After the first shock of the trials and
executions, Castro's reckless call for an $80
billion Western Hemisphere “Marshall plan”
seemed to epitomize the general disorgani-
zation of Cuban government. Promises of
iree elections grew increasingly vague and
the suppression of dissent took on a harsher
tone. A further ominous note was added by
reports of a new secret police and neighbor-
hood spy network. Censorship and bullying
of the Cuban press together with mistreat-
ment of U.S. correspondents virtually assured
a bad press abroad.

Charges of Red influence came to seem
plausible as the Cuban labor movement, cry-
ing American imperialism, pulled out of the
ICFTU, as new laws expanded the scope of
government intervention In the economy,
and as expropriation of agricultural and min-
eral properties began. All the while, anti-
U.S. feeling was being whipped up at mass
rallies by a strident demagoguery reminis-
cent of Peron in his heyday.

In short, the bewhiskered youthful heroes
of December 1958 came by December 1959 to
seem to many rather more like aging juve-

i Jules Dubois, a veteran correspondent
who was one of Castro’s stanchest sup-
porters and who authored a highly compii-
mentary biography of the Cuban leader,
“Freedom Is My Beat” (Bobbs-Merrill, Indi-
anapolls, 1959), published a series of articles
in late November 1959 ( Tribune
Press Service) entitled “Cuba’s Tragedy"—
a bitter denunciation of allegedly “totali-
tarlan” and “communistic” aspects of the
revolution.
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nile delinquents, attired in jungle costumes
and beatnik beards and with a strong bent
for histrionics and violence.

The simplest interpretation of these events
is that put forward by newsmen such as
Dubois and Novins and by defecting revolu-
tionaries aided by the publicity of congres-
sional hearings: the Cuban revolution is be-
ing taken over by Communists and fellow
travelers.

It would be foolish to deny the presence
of Communists in Cuba.? They have been
there for years and the deteriorating
political and social conditions of the past
decade were ready made for thelr agitation.
Doubtless, too, many of the Communists are
now wearing beards. Yet to call the Cuban
developments communistic is, because of the
emotion-arousing quality of that term,
dangerously misleading as a guide to policy,
for there is nothing in the changes effected so
far which is distinctively or even primarily
Marxist.

The potential menace of Communist infil-
tration which has been outlined in recent
CIA reports is one thing; “leftist” policies
which are not in and of themselves Marxist
are quite another. To construe them as
evidence of Red influence is to obfuscate im-
portant aspects of contemporary Cuban de-
velopments and to play Into Communist
hands by identifying communism with all
important soclal change,

In part, this Marxist-in-the-sugarcane-
field view probably stems from a failure to
appreciate the singular differences between
the Anglo-American approach and the
Byzantine-Hispanic approach to economic
matters. The wide latitude for intervention
In economic affairs, for example, seems no
more than a contemporary expression of the
historic Iberian propensity to rely heavily
upon state action to promote the public good.
‘While state-operated enterprises have been
set up to sell goods (largely foodstufls) at
prices designed to force drastic reductions in
high retail markups, this sale of goods from
public stores is an anti-inflation technigue
with repeated precedents throughout the
long era of Spanish colonial rule. As such, it
refiects not so much an ideological antip-
athy to private enterprise as a healthy
and well-founded skepticism about the de-
gree of competition prevailing in the market.

Similarly, the laws on expropriation and
agrarian reform reflect essentially the con-
tingent (rather than absolute) nature of
property rights in the Hispanic legal tradi-
tion, 2 functional concept of property which
stems from Byzantine law and medleval
Catholic teaching? Certain key sections of
the agrarian reform law are, in fact, hardly
more than restatements of land reform in-
structions issued two centuries ago by the

*“Reds Stealing Cuba’s Revolution, Editor
Reports,” is a headline in the Jan. 15, 1960,
Cathollc diocesan press. The story s writ-
ten by Jalme Fonseca, editor of Notiticlas
Catolicas, Spanish and Portuguese language
service of NCWC News Service. Based on
three visits to Cuba since Castro came to
power, Mr, Fonseca reports that “there is a
formal understanding between the Castro
regime’s leaders and the agents of Interna-
tional communism, according to keymen
close to the Castro brothers during the un-
derground days."—

? Readers unfamliliar with 19th and 20th
century developments in Latin America
should bear in mind, too, that, in the first
place, the validity of most land titles to the
larger estates is extremely questionable and
that, in the second place, over against the
present day expropriation of the landowner's
property must be set the generations of land-
owner expropriation of the suprasubsistence
production of rural labor.
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crown to the intendants (high offi-
cials of the imperial bureaucracy). They are
about as communistic as those notorious old
Marxists, the Bourbon kings.

Even anti-US. sentiment can be dis-
counted as evidence of Marxism, for it too
has ropts deep in the neo-Iberian culture of
Latin America, reinforced in Cuba’s case by
the natural resentment a small and poorer
country feels for its rich and dominating
neighbor.*

Since at least the Moorish occupation and
possibly during the anterior Visigothic in-
vasions, a cultural arrogance and
xenophobia have been characteristic of the
Hispanic world. In modern times Latin
Americans of a wide diversity of views on
other subjects have united in seeing the
Western Hemisphere In terms of clvilized,
Catholic Latin society of the south versus the
barbarian, Protestant commercialism of the
“Colossus of the North.”*® Nowhere has this
view been better expressed than in the
Uruguayan José Enrique Rodo’s unforgetta-
ble portrayal of the Latin “Ariel” confront-
ing the materialistic U.8. “Caliban.”

Here agaln geography functions to rein-
force a cultural bias, for the green shores
of the Antillean pearl are only a U.S. rocket’s
range away from the neon-lit hedonism of
Miami, while yanqui tourism, a basic prop
of Havana's economy, and the main contact
of many Cubans with U.S. life, has been
notable for its focus on bordellos and gam-
ing tables. These, In turn, have constituted
in large part the foreign investment ac-
tivities of U.S. gangster elements. Both the
sugar and spice of Cuban life have been,
therefore, ever-present reminders of yangui
control.

THE BASIS OF ANTI-AMERICANISM

Lastly, at least a part of the popular anti-
Americanism in Cuba today can be explained
by the simple expedient of placing our re-
iterated statements regarding the “tradi-
tionally cordial relations between the Gov-
ernments of the United States and Cuba”
against the historical record of the corrupt
and. dictatorial Cuban regimes with which,
by self-admission, we have maintained such
warm relations. The Cuban masses may
well be excused for a certain skepticism
about the keen interest of the United States
in democracy and soclal justice. It is worth
noting in this context that if the United
Btates should persist in unrealistic and un-
reasonable demands for compensation for
expropriated properties, as it has lately
given evidence of doing, the situation could
worsen materially. The plain fact is that
there exists a real basis for Castro's charges
that the United States has attempted to
interfere with the internal affairs of Cuba,
an accusation to be appraised later.

An alternative explanation of the events
rests on historical precedent. What are in-
volved, according to this view, are just the
“normal” Jacobin excesses prior to the
Thermidorean reaction, for as the historians
of revolution have noted, the enthusiasm
of the fighting spirit not infrequently car-
ries over under its own momentum into the

4 Cuba gained its independence from Spain
only to fall promptly under the influence of
the United States. U.S. Investments In
sugar, minerals, tobacco, and public utilities
came rapidly to control the Cuban economy
and on several occasions provided the excuse
for American military occupation of the
island-—all this, it must be remembered, in
the 20th century. Today some 756 percent
of Cuba's imports comes from fits powerful
neighbor and around 65 percent of 1ts exports
goes to the U.8. market.

& According to Tad Szule, New York Times,
Nov. 5, 1959, most of the current anti-U.S.
feeling throughout Latin America is found
among non-Communist groups.
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period of triumph. The positive, construc-
tive tasks of political direction, of course,
suffer distortion by subordination to the
negative logic of combat.

In such cases, nationalistic leaders, im-
bued with plans to rebuild soclety, are quite
apt to pull down the old abode before work-
ing out plans for building the new. Latin
America, with its tradition of youthful radi-
calism among university students and its
caudillo tradition, in which leaders are prone
to succumb to the old Hispanic weakness
of seeing themselves as actors in a drama,
would seem to be especlally susceptible to
this sort of revolutionary excess,

So chaotic may be the consequences of
this situation that one writer has aptly made
reference to a “Samson complex” whereby
nationalist leaders flex their muscles, lean

the economic pillars, and bring t.he
house down on those whom they
the source of their troubles—and on th.eir
own heads at the same time.®

A closely related interpretation is the
scapegoat theory which has been expounded,
among other places, in the pages of the Wall
Street Journal® According to this view,
antiforeign sentiment has been whipped up
to conceal either a poverty of constructive
ideas or of failures of domestic policy.®

The difficulty with the first variation, how-
ever, 1s that even if the Cuban leaders had
no ideas of their own, by now the world is
surfeited with proposals for reform and
change. There exists, as it were, a vast inven-
tory of social engineering projects, a common
pool or stockpile upon which the would-be
reformer is free to draw. In any case, more-
over, the current objection to the Cuban
revolution would seem pretty clearly to be
not that it is directionless but that its direc-
tion is unacceptable (to the United States
and to upperclass Cubans) .*

As for the second varlation—that anti-U.S.
feeling is, along with repressive rule, a device
for covering up fallure—evidence of any
really substantial failure is simply lacking.

It is perfectly true that various Havana
business indicators are down—reflecting
mainly a massive turnover in the civil serv-
ice, high unemployment in the construction
industry, and the slump in the tourist indus-
try and auxiliary services—and that exam-
ples of economic gaucheries are not lacking
in the agricultural fleld. But none of this
is sufficient to indict the present Cuban
Government as a failure. All are attribut-
able to rather special circumstances.

REGIME IS HONEST

Because the old civil service was composed
almost entirely of notoriously corrupt politi-
cal appointees of the Batista regime, it was
imperative to “clean house" and provide pub-
lic functionariez loyal to the objectives of

¢ Indonesia might well provide the neatest
“fit” to this concept. After first pulling down
the Dutch pillar and finding that the house
neither collapsed nor became noticeably
roomlier, the nationalist Samson has turned
his attention recently to pulling down an-
other major prop—the Chinese business
community.

7See p. 1 of the issue of Oct. 27, 1959.
The fairly extensive Cuban coverage in Time
and U.S. News & World Report also plays
heavily on this theme.

8 Similar, for example, to the scapegoat use
of Israel by the backward regimes of Jordan
and Saudi Arabia.

9 As Harold Lavine has pointed out in a
noteworthy article in Commentary (“Soclal
Revolution in Cuba,” October 1959, pp. 324
328), the upperclass supporters of the Castro
movement in its early days were aiming for
the establishment of a conventional liberal
democracy rather than the basic social revo-
lution which has emerged increasingly as
the paramount objective of the new regime.
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the new government. In recording the
achievements of the Castro government, it
is indicative of its high moral tone that even
its bitterest critics have not accused it of
the most glaring defect of previous regimes:
& scandalously pervasive dishonesty in all
branches of government. Efficlent bureau-
cratic teamwork, however, is largely a matter
of accumulated experience and ought not,
therefore, to be expected while the new gov-
ernment is still in its infancy.

Construction, in prerevolutionary Cuba as
elsewhere in Latin America, consisted pri-
marily of urban work of an essentially non-
productive nature—the erection of palatial
homes, luxury apartment houses, and overly
elaborate office buildings—the cessation of
which reflects no consequential loss in pro-
ductive output to the national economy.
Already some of the urban construction labor
force (along with underemployed rural
labor) have been directed into activities of
a soclally more constructive character.
There 1s no real economic reason why the
rest of the unemployed should not be simi-
larly reabsorbed over the month ahead.

Taking a long view, one is probably safe
in assuming that the decline in tourism is
only a temporary phenomenon. As domes-
tic conditions become more stable and as
the U.B. press turns its search for sensa-
tionalism to other areas of the globe, the
food of dollar-toting travelers will in all
likelihood resume, for the substantial nat-
ural advantages of the island have, of course,
remained intact and the Government has
slashed prices to add to their attractiveness.
Insofar as a certain sedateness repels the
tourist, the revival of this key sector of the
economy may be somewhat delayed; but who
would wish to quarrel with the Cubans on
this score? Some of the auxiliary tourist
services of the past, such as prostitution
and wide-open gambling, rested on such a
dublous moral basis that a return to the
status quo ante is unthinkable.

Finally, It must be noted that neither is
there to be detected evidence of any signifi-
cant failure in agriculture. Some disloca-
tions and maladjustments are inevitable
during a period of sweeping change, but
various reports would seem to indicate that
while land redistribution is taking place
quite quickly and, in some cases rather in-
formally, all things considered, the transi-
tion seems on the whole remarkably smooth.
Wages in agriculture have risen somewhat
above thelr previously meager level (an
essential step in creating a stronger internal
market and providing more effective incen-
tives for the rural labor force) and some of
the new agricultural cooperatives appear to
be recelving expert technical assistance.

In all of this the role of government has
bulked large. Substantial governmental
tutelage is likely to be a basic ingredient of
agricultural reform for some time to come,
and this for reasons which have little to do
with ideology. Generations of peonage have

® Some observers have charged, rather un-
convinecingly, that the Government's public
works outlays are unproductive. It is diffi-
cult to see why the construction of rural
roads and bridges does not represent impor-
tant investments in social overhead capital
and why even the provision of better worker
housing should not be considered as directly
conducive to higher levels of economic wel-
fare and, very probably, indirectly productive
because of the effect on worker morale.
Such criticlsm stems in part from the old
confusion between money costs and real
costs and in part from a fallure to contrast
this type of expenditure with the prerevolu-
tlonary alternatives noted above. Is public
expenditure on worker housing necessarily
a less productive use of resources than pri-
vate expenditure on fancy apartments?
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scarcely prepared the impoverished and un-
educated Cuban rustlc™ to assume forth-
with the role of an independent rural en-
trepreneur; stern economic necessity there-
fore dictates the use of state controls to
gear the output of new agricultural entities
to overall objectives as well as to prevent
the peasantry from consuming too much of
its output. That mistakes will be made in
this governmental guidance is a certainty, a
fact which demonstrates merely the un-
avoidably experimental nature of initial
planning efforts rather than the futility of
such intervention.™

It should be observed in passing that a
future decline in sugar output cannot be
taken ipso facto as evidence of failure,
though it is certain that a sizeable portion
of the U.S. press will so interpret it in order
to discredit the land reform program. Be-
cause of world market conditions, sugar sales
were already sluggish in 1957 and 1958 while
domestic stockpiles were growing. It is en-
tirely conceivable, then, that sound eco-
nomics might call for reductions in sugar
output and increases in other crops, particu-
larly since the premium price pald for
Cuban sugar may no longer be forthcoming
when the U.8. sugar interests are replaced by
Cuban ownership.

ECONOMY FOUNDERING DOUBTED

In short, it is hard to find conclusive evi-
dence that the revolutionary government is
foundering on economic difficulties of its
own making, though it is necessarily tackling
sizeable economic problems inherited from
the previous era and ls up against some ex-
traordinary difficult tasks in effecting the
changes it has as its goals. Fundamental
reorganization of a national economy is ob-
viously not an overnight transformation.

All this is not to deny the possibility that
the revolutionary program may eventually
fall amidst general economic chaos, in which
case either a Communist takeover or a re-
actlonary coup would be a strong probability.
It is, however, far too premature to pass such
a Judgment at present. To do so is to mis-
read the record—or to betray either undue
pessimism or wishful thinking,

It is the main contention of this article
that the growing anti-United States feeling
and the intensity of opinion formation by
the Cuban Government reflect the successes
of the revolution rather than its failures
and are, moreover, well-nigh indispensible
instruments in that success.

The present government stands publicly
dedlcated to two main projects: 1. effecting
basic soclal reforms and 2. undertaking a
reorlentation of the economy by a develop-
ment program of industrialization and di-
versification. Nelther task is easy under the
most favorable circumstances; both are of a
sort to generate, even as they are successful
or perhaps to the extent that they are suc-
cessful, substantial stresses and strains
within the socioeconomic structure. A
somewhat leftist and highly regimented
state is, in all probability, the most effective

1 It is significant that in his radio message
to Cuba’s first national Catholic convention,
attended by more than 500,000 (including
Fidel Castro), Pope John XXIIT felt com-
pelled to emphasize: “The face of the world
could change if true charity were to
reign. * * * It is the charity of the Chris-
tian man convinced that his wealth has a
social function, and that it is his duty * * *
to give what is above his own needs to those
deprived of the bare necessities of life.”

2 Pather E. E. Culhane, S.J., writing in
America (*“‘Bilg Brother' Comes to Cuba,"”
Jan, 23, 1960, pp. 502-503), deals vigorously
but exclusively with these transitory difi-
culties, attempting thereby to bulld a case
against the Cuban land reform program.
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instrumentality for this simultaneous re-
structuring of both the economy and Cuban
society.

Seen in this light, anti-Americanism and
calls for continued revolutionary discipline
may well be interpreted as means of mask-
ing, not failures in dealing with problems,
but rather the necessarily painful nature
of the solution of those problems. They are
techniques, that is, for creating a popular
rationale for the inevitable austerity period
and the requirements of heightened effort
and sacrifice during the difficult transition
phase in agricultural reform and industrial-
ization.

What has been largely obscured by the
headline-winning flamboyance of the bar-
budos is the fact that side-by-side with the
events noted at the outset of this article the
Government has been making a serious and
fairly consistent effort to move toward its
chosen goals.’s

In its monetary stabllization program, for
example, the Government has succeeded, by
means of strict controls over its dollar ex-
change reserves and other policies, in revers-
ing the serious drain on gold and dollar re-
serves which developed during the Batista
days—and this despite a sizeable capital
flight as the moneyed classes voted, in effect,
no confidence in the program of social re-
form.

RADICAL REFORM

In a related move, to carry through its
economlie programs in the face of a severe
dollar shortage, the Government has im-
posed strict controls and high dutles on
various items to discourage the squandering
of foreign exchange reserves on imports of
consumer superfluities and to save funds
for necessary investment in imports related
to the development program,

Rent controls appear to have been used to
halt the characteristically Latin American
propensity to pour funds into luxury real
estate construction and to free resources
thereby for the public works program noted
above,

Impending reforms in the banking system
are llkely to result In a more satisfactory
distribution of credit to the rural sector than
hitherto, formerly, as well as to the new
industrial undertakings. The whole matter
of savings, in fact, s apt to come up for
review shortly, for with workers and peasants
investing their limited capacity to save in
“Industrialization bonds,"” it will not be pos-
sible for the wealthy and middle classes to
continue to drag their feet.

FORCED INDUSTRIALIZATION

An important move has been made in the
industrialization program with the passage
of the new mining law which, by levying a
5-percent tax on minerals extracted for sale
in Cuba and a 25-percent tax on raw min-
erals extracted for export, seems designed to
force the construction in Cuba of amelting
and refining facilities. Mineral exports, 1t
should be recalled, rank after sugar and
tobacco as the third biggest dollar earner,
though the nickel and cobalt exports have
almost entirely been exported in raw form
for processing in the United States. Where
Teasible, of course, the logical place for
industriallzation to begin is In the process-
ing of a nation’s raw materials,

Though land reform has moved swiftly
(to prevent opposition to it from consolidat-

12 Business Week is outstanding for having
discerned this behind-the-scenes progress at
an early date, See “Castro: Political Fire-
works but Clear Economic Goals,” August
1, 1959, pp. T0-74, for a sympathetic account
of the constructive aspects of the economie
recovery program: Labor peace, appointment
of competent experts to key positions, the
work of the Banco de Fomento Agricola y
Industrial de Cuba.
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ing and retarding or halting it) and agricul-
tural cooperatives have been established (to
give the peasantry a “stake” in the new
system), agrarian reform has been geared to
development plans by the provision of tech-
nical advice and the establishment, for the
time being, of delivery quotas at fixeq prices
for varlous crops.
FEVER VERSUS DISEASE

The objection has sometimes been raised
that land reform per se merely treats the
fever (agrarian discontent) without touching
the disease (soclal and economic backward-
ness). Apart from the fact that in Cuba
the *disease"” is also being treated, it is per-
haps relevant to note that it is not unsound
medical practice in many cases to bring down
the fever as soon as possible, even inde-
pendently of the treatment of the disease
itself. The analogy would seem to apply in
economiecs, for the social costs of continuing
peasant unrest—the absence of what John R.
Commons called “industrial goodwill”—can
result in a sizable though hidden charge
(in lackadaisical productive efforts and rural
strife with its attendant damage to capital
and output and lost man-hours of labor
power) agalnst the output of the economy.
And it is only after the rural populace has
been “won over” that further constructive
changes stand much chance of success.

Obviously, the foregoing and other
measures for accelerating socially beneficlal
economic growth entail both a considerable
sacrifice on the part of the hitherto
privileged groups and a greatly increased
productive effort on the part of all. As Ruby
H. Phillips recently observed:

“The launching of Castro's austerity pro-
gram has jolted the free spending, free-
wheeling Cubans, and they are already be-
ginning to grumble. The people of this
island have often known poverty but they
are not conditioned to planned austerity."®

Against this background, three discernible
functions emerge for the anti-United States
and anticounterrevolutionary campaign.

FLANNED AUSTERITY

First, It serves as a sort of catalyst in
effecting a revolution in cultural attitudes,
a means of rousing the masses from their
past apathy and limited mental horizons
and emphasizing cooperative effort for new
social goals.

Secondly, these campalgns are merely an
application in the Cuban context of what
other nations, including our own, have
learned and employed before with respect to
the psychology of production; namely, that
there is nothing like the threat of an enemy
from without (whether real or imaginary
is beside the point) and his allies from
within to create an esprit de corps and mo-
bilize popular support behind a crash pro-
gram to lift production to higher levels,
and this elther to win a war or to break
through to sustained economic develop-
ment.

Such a personification of the threat posed
by the backwardness of inherited institu-
tional arrangements is probably essential
when dealing with an unsophisticated pop-
ulation little conditioned to self-discipline
for abstract long-term goals. Without a
concrete and continuing menace, it is likely

1 Archbishop Antonio José Plaza of La
Plata, Argentina, told a national conference
on agrarlan reform sponsored by the Assocla-
tion of Professionals of Catholle Action last
fall: “Lands that have been abandoned or
virtually so, and lands which because of their
owners’ neglect have low yields, can leglti-
mately be expropriated by the state—pro-
vided a just indemnity is gilven—and the
ownership transferred to capable, enterpris-
ing families."—Ed.

15 “Castro Gets the Bill,” the Reporter, Oct.
29, 1959, pp. 23-24.




1960

that such a population, holding the mis-
taken notion that the solution for its pre-
dicament is easy, might become impatient
with the necessarily slow progress of the
development program and overthrow the
whole plan before it could begin to demon-
strate its value. While it is certain that
Cuba cannot in the long run sever its close
economic ties with the United States, it may
well be that in the attempt to reduce U.S.
influence, the population can achieve a sub-
stantially higher level of productivity and
economic welfare.

Moreover, as suggested earlier, the exter-
nal threat is not altogether fictitlous. De-
spite the nominal stand of the United States
that Cuba has a clear right to undertake
internal social and economic reforms, the
official American position on the compensa-
tion issue must be viewed as inimical to
the democratization of the Cuban economy.

The Cuban Government has already of-
fered compensation for expropriated prop-
erties in 20-year Government bonds based
upon valuations arrived at by mutual con-
sent between U.S. interests and the Batista
government. Unless, therefore, U.S. con-
cerns wish to concede that they conspired
with the Batista government to defraud the
Cuban economy (which is very likely the
case), the present quarrel must perforce
focus upon the manner of payment rather
than the amount of payment.

To press, as the U.S. Government has done,
for immediate cash-on-the-barrelhead pay-
ment is manifestly so far out of the question
in a country embarking upon a development
program that it is tantamount to opposing
redistribution of the land in the first place.®
Such a policy of nominal neutrality but
practical opposition is likely to fool no one—
least of all in Cuba—and only confirms the
impression abroad that the U.S. State De-
partment is the political arm of U.S. corpora-
tions.©®

Finally, it must not be forgotten that even
if the threat of yanqul imperialism is par-
tially fabricated, the threat of internal
counterrevolution is undoubtedly real.

An abiding threat to Latin American move-
ments such as Castro's has been the opposi-
tion to change on the part of the oligarchy
(a Latin American expression for the en-
trenched elite of landowners, merchants,
high military brass, and forelgn capitalists).
More than one Latin American soclal revolu-
tion has foundered as a consequence of delay
in taking immediate steps to eliminate the
power base of this opposition. Most often
the delay proved fatal as it gave the oligarchy
the opportunity to gather forces and,
through the machinations of military cliques
and palace revolts, to annul the revolution.

% As most readers probably know, under
the best of circumstances a program of rapid
economic development is apt to create severe
strains on a mnatlon’s balance of payments.
Earnings of forelgn exchange must by and
large be earmarked for financing imports of
capital goods and similar items needed to
accelerate growth of domestic output. To
divert a sizable portion of vital foreign ex-
change earnings into compensation pay-
ments means simply that capital is being
repatriated at just the time when the need
is greatest for more capital. Cash compensa-
tion would therefore be detrimental to
Cuba's economic program while additional
capital aid at this time would go far toward
insuring the ability of Cuba to make good
on bond redemptions later on.

" The expropriation-compensation issue
also explains the above-noted forebearance
of the State Department in the early days
of the revolution: it was patient while the
reform program was still in the talking stage
but protested when the revolution began to
make good its promises for economic and
social reform.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Psychological reconditioning and tight dis-
cipline become, therefore, indispensable in-
struments for consolidating the soclal gains
of the revolution by holding in check the
hostility of the privileged classes. In this
transitional period, a free press and free
elections, in both of which oligarchic influ-
ence would be paramount, are Impractical
until such time as the revolution is stabilized.

NO PRACTICAL ALTEENATIVES

TU.S. readers who, from the comfort of their
affluent society, cavil at the seeming harsh-
ness of Cuban policies for keeping down the
opposition might well ponder the practical
alternative of ligquidation of the opposition
through a resumption of internecine strife.
Dislocations and stresses are bound to take
place as reorganization of the socio-economic
structure proceeds apace. To allow defectors
and reactionary dissidents to prey upon them
to undermine the basic goals of the revolu-
tion would appear unreasonable. The strug-
gle has been too long and bitter and has cost
too many lives already.

[From the Nation, May 28, 1960]
Diavrogs 1N CUBA
(By Barbara Deming)

“In all my 38 years on the New York
Times, I have never seen a big story so mis-
understood, misinterpreted, and badly han-
dled as the Cuban revolution."—Herbert
Matthews.

Before my recent 3-week stay in Cuba, I
had never played the role of journalist, and
I had certainly never tried to play the role
of amateur ambassador; but after a few days
there, I found that I was exerting myself in
both roles, The fact that I did so tells some-
thing about Cuba at this present moment.
Nothing is more possible than to engage a
Cuban these days in earnest conversation
about the new regime, and about the mis-
understandings between his country and
ours. You have only to ask one question of
a stranger sitting next to you in a bus, and
before a minute is out, the bus will be a
hubbub of discussion—every passenger eager
to add his word. The only obstacle to com-
munication that I encountered (aside from
the fact that I speak a minimum of Spanish,
and not all Cubans speak English) was that
they are so eager to talk to Americans about
what is happening, that I sometimes found
myself trying to listen to two or three people
at once. No one was indifferent. What is
happening there is not something to which
they passively submit, but something in
which the great majority of Cubans feel
actively engaged.

There is no blind following of Castro.
Those who are most enthusiastic freely de-
scribe him as “loco” about some particular
project, or term him *“Superman” for want-
ing to think about everything himself. “We
make jokes about everything, in Cuba,” a
young volunteer government worker told me.
“Our joke about Castro is, we call him our
kid. ‘That kid, he’s working too hard,’ we say.
It's very, very strange; we feel responsible for
him.” That attitude is also strangely con-
taglous—so much so that, at the end of a
week, having by then strong feelings about
Cuba’s relations with the United States, I
found myself stepping into a taxicab and
telling the driver that I would like, please,
to talk with Fidel Castro.

When I admitted that I had no idea where
Castro might be found, the driver pulled up
to the curb and consulted some men who
were chatting together. They advised me to
ask directions at the main police station.
There the matter was discussed again in an
astonishingly informal fashion. I was ad-
vised toeapply for an interview at the INRA
building where, after explaining something
of my purpose before a casual jumble of
reception desks, I was suddenly taken in tow
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by a stranger who turned out to be an engi-
neer, there this day to submit a rural elec-
trification project to the government. Over-
hearing my explanations, he had decided that
I had “good feelings” and so took it upon
himself to steer me to the appropriate offi-
cials. It was not, of course, as easy as all
that. The men in question were naturally
busy. But I was asked to come back again;
and the difficulty of getting to see Castro
was explained to me in the simplest human
terms: he'd been up working, the night be-
fore, until 5 a.m. Meanwhile the engineer
led me off to meet some other people, of the
press and radio, who might be able to arrange
the interview for me.

It should be apparent to the reader by
now that one widespread impression among
us is mistaken: Cubans may be loudly critical
of the present policy of our government, but
they are not hostile toward the American
people. Nor is their friendliness simply the
friendliness of a people who want tourists.
It is quite unstrained. No Cuban with whom
I spoke treated with scorn my determination
to try to see Castro. And when I finally did
manage an interview in the manner that a
number of people had begun to suggest—
by catching his eye in a public place and

whether I could talk with him—the
attitude of the small crowd that soon sur-
rounded us was curiously protective. After
Castro left, many of them stayed round me
for an hour more—asking me about myself
and elaborating upon the words he had
spoken.

The specific event that had caused me to
prolong my stay in Cuba was the speech
Castro made on March 6 at the funeral for
the men killed in the explosion of the muni-
tions ship, La Coubre. He had declared that
he couldn't help suspecting that those who
had tried to halt all shipments of arms to
Cuba (which is to say, U.S. officlals) were
somehow responsible., His words had filled
me with confusion. Back home, I had seen
him described in public print as a little
dictator in the making. But the vision of
him in this role had been dissolved for me by
then—confronted as I was by a population
enthusiastic, yet without fanaticism. From
one person after another I had heard, in
effect, the same words: “For the first time we
are full of hopes, we feel that life is possible.”
Even those few people with whom I had
talked who were critical of Castro acknowl-
edged that he was helping the great majority
and that his regime was absolutely honest.
A taxi driver who was furious at him, be-
cause he, the driver, depended on tourists
for a MNving—“And they're not coming,
they're not coming!” and Castro was to
blame—described him, in his wrath, in these
terms: “This island has always been called
a paradise. Now he wants to actually make
it one. He wants to make it a gol-den saucer.
a gol-den saucer.” (I told the cabbie I had
never heard that expression. “It's my own,”
he sald proudly.) The day of the funeral
speech, however, revived in me the old
doubts. Why should Castro mouth such sus-
plcions—even while he admitted that he had
no proof?

I had not been staying in Havana itself up
to now, but now I moved in, and my second
night there I suddenly had a chance to volce
the objections of an American to Castro’s
charges. I wandered by chance into a crowd
of people on the Prado who were being so-
licited for contributions for arms for Cuba.
Everyone who donated something was al-
lowed to speak a few words into a micro-
phone, and a TV camera mounted on a
truck would catch his picture for watchers
throughout Cuba. Still troubled by my
doubts, I hesitated to make my own contri-
bution, but the eager faces of the girls ask-
ing for donations made my hesitation seem
foolish, and I gave a few pesos. Instantly
a number of people standing in line to take
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their turns at the microphone, waved and
smiled at me. “You are an American?
That's wonderful. Thank you, thank you!"
—and all beckoned to me to say something
tco. One after another of these people was
crying a little speech into the microphone.
Even little children squeaked out something
with no shyness. (Fiery oratory, I noticed,
is a national habit here.) I instinctively
shook my head as they invited me to say
my word. Then I decided that if I had a
protest to make, I should make it here. So
I asked the man who was passing the micro-
phone whether he could translate for me,
and I said: “Here's to Fidel Castro, and here's
to your revolution. But may Castro come to
speak less violently against the United States,
and it may yet change its heart toward him."”
I rather expected my words to be disliked,
but when I looked about me, people waved
at me and cried again “Thank you!” and the
next day, when I went to the Western Union
office to send a cable, the head of the office
hurried toward me, beaming, hand out-
stretched: "I want to thank you for your
cooperation with the Cuban people. If T am
not mistaken, I saw you on television last
night."”

That night, too, I began methodically to
ask everyone I found who could speak Eng-
lish: Why did Castro make such violent
charges? I had started asking this question
on the day he made the speech, and the first
answer I had been given had seemed strange
to me. “Don’'t you see? He was so hurt,”
a young woman had explained to me. It had
seemed strange to hear the statements of a
head of state explained in such personal
terms. And, I told her, most Americans felt
that, in the face of Castro's abuse of us, our
Government had behaved with astonishing
restraint. In the coming days, however, I
was to hear repeatedly the same expression,
“You must understand, he was hurt,” and to
mark a look of wonder that I could not ap-
preciate that human fact. Over these next
2 weeks—while I persisted, too, in my at-
tempt to manage a conversation with Castro
himself—I had long conversations about the
relations between our two countries with
scores of Cubans from all walks of life.

They would usually speak first of the re-
fusal of our Government to sell Cuba arms,
and of the strong pressure we had put on
other governments to refuse them also.
“Why are we not to be allowed to defend
ourselves?” they would ask. Then they
would bring up the raids over Cuba by planes
flying from airfields in Florlda. There was
not a day, I was told, when at least one
plane did not come over. Many acres of
sugarcane had been destroyed by fire bombs
“and sugar is our livellhood"; sugar mills
had been attacked; even 100-pound bombs
had been dropped; and a rald on Havana on
October 21 had caused the death of 2 people,
the wounding of almost 50. The United
States did little to prevent these flights. I
assured them: Our Government naturally
deplored the raids, but it wasn't easy to pre-
vent them. How was one to keep a pilot
from lying about his destination? Again the
response was & look at me and a smile—as
though I were a child. If planes had been
making similar raids into Canada, they said,
they couldn't help feeling that the U.S. Gov-
ernment would have managed by now to
stop them.

Everyone with whom I spoke would bring
up the subject of the Batista henchmen to
whom we allow asylum: Ventura, Laurente,
Masferrer, Pedraza, others. These are not
political refugees, they would say; they are
known mass killers and sadists. There is a
gesture in Cuba where the speaker touches
the corner of his eye, meaning: I have seen
it. This gesture was repeated for me many
times. There is scarcely a person to whom
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one speaks whose family has been untouched
by Batista's torturers. About 19,000 Cubans
were murdered by them. In Havana alone,
they castrated 300 men and boys, so people
said. Some of the tortures they perfected
are almost unspeakable. One woman told
me with emotion of the treatment dealt out
to her cousin. A Batista henchman had had
a man Jump up and down on the boy's
stomach until everything inside him was
broken. The fellow responsible “is now a
leader of the anti-Communists in Miami,”
the woman told me. “There is your anti-
Communist man. You must try to under-
stand why we are so hurt.”

When the Batista men were mentioned, I
would urge the difficulties of forbidding
asylum. And it was through a mistake, I
would point out, that Pedraza had been al-
lowed to enter the country. No such mis-
takes seemed to occur, they pointed out,
when anyone tried to enter whom the United
States had named a Communist. And the
United States knew, they all said, that Ba-
tista's men were not idle there., Men known
to be plotting against, say, the Government
of England, would never be given such
freedom.

It seemed unreal to all these people that
we should be indifferent to the nature of
these men now in our midst; and it seemed
unreal, too, that we should be indifferent
to the contrast between the Batista regime
and the regime now. That contrast is for
them a cause, still, of happy wonder. Per-
son after person would remark to me how
amazing it was to be able to look at a soldier
or a policeman without fear. And in their
eyes the youth I saw drilling in the streets
have a very different significance than for
the casual visitor. As one of the Catholic
priests with whom I talked explained to me
with feeling: Army barracks are being con-
verted into schools all over the island. (This
is one of the changes people talk most
about.) And the militia that one sees every-
where is voluntary—"“the first completely
voluntary army in history,” the priest
boasted. “The army can no longer threaten
the people of Cuba. The people of Cuba are
the army.”

It is not only the disappearance of terror-
ism that they speak of with wonder. Ter-
rorism under Batista was matched by cor-
ruption. The facts of this, too, are vivid in
every mind. Over and over someone would
name for me the exact figures of some mon-
strous example of graft. Under Batista, a
social worker told me, it used to be that a
man would go into the government and
within 6 months you could count on his
being a millionaire. It was something
strange, she said, if this didn't happen.
One of the first things the heads of the pres-
ent government did was to reduce their own
salaries. Pride in this new honesty is one
of the most conspicuous elements in the
revolutionary movement. A man pointed
out to me the little boxes being passed about
for contributions for arms. "“And nobody
touches a penny,” he cried; “this is holy.”
A girl opened one of the boxes to show me
a diamond ring among the pesos contrib-
uted.

And so they look about with pride and
relief at the difference between the two re-
gimes, and cannot understand why we are
suddenly full of protests about this one.
They all conclude that the United States
does not want Cuba to be independent;
that it wants her to remain in the position
of a colony.

By now I knew to what they referred when
they explained Castro’s words about the
United States in terms of “hurt.” It still
seemed to me a strange explanation. Did
they not expect diplomacy of their Prime
Minister? When I finally did, by chance,
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late one afternoon, catch sight of him
standing on the sidewalk outside the Sevilla
Biltmore Hotel, I stepped up to him and
asked my questions directly of him.

I introduced myself as an American dis-
tressed at the poor relations existing be-
tween our two countries. I did understand,
I told him, that he had cause for bitterness;
but, I said, his angry words were losing
him {friends in the United States—even
those who might well be his friends. For
several minutes his answers to me were a
prolonged echo of all I had been hearing
from other Cubans. “How would you
feel—?"” he asked me, and again: “How
would you feel—?" naming again for me all
the damaging acts, or omission of acts, that
had been named for me by one person after
another. *“How would you feel?” His hand
touched my arm. His appeal to me was per-
sonal—quite as though I had been trying,
say, to reconcile him to a mutual friend
who had disappointed him.

I reiterated: I understood why he was bit-
ter. But wasn't he letting bitterness con-
fuse his own actions now—when he went so
far as to accuse the United States of com-
plicity in the munitions-ship explosion, of
actual ecrime? He was quick to deny this:
he had not accused them. “The people
around me, advising me, would never have
let me say such a thing. I said that I had
no proof. But” he added, “I have a right
to wonder.” A right to wonder out loud?
I asked. The point was, he tried to explain,
that if the United States had not attempted
s0 persistently to block all sale of arms to
Cuba, such a thing could never have hap-
pened. US. hostility had created an at-
mosphere in which the crime was possible.

I told him that I had recently read the
speech he had made in October 1953, before
the court which tried him for his early re-
bellion against Batista. (This speech, pub-
lished under the title “History Will Absolve
Me,” I recommend to anyone wishing to
make a considered judgment of Castro.) He
sald that I had often heard Americans worry
that the might be a potential Mussolini or
Hitler; I had decided that one who spoke as
he did in that speech never could become
another such figure. But listening to his
words at the funeral, I had not been sure.
Again, he looked at me hard.

The crowd had pressed us close together by
now, and someone behind me was holding
onto my waist, with warm hands, as though
I were a child she or he were helping to speak
up. It seemed to me, I said, that in his
fight against Batista, his genius had been
to win new adherents to his cause from the
ranks of the opposition. That is how his
army had grown. And in a recent talk to
schoolchildren, I reminded him, he had
urged the children, in their dealings with
the children of those who spoke against the
revolution, to “win them over with friendli-
ness, not with contempt.” Was he not for-
getting that principle in his dealings with
the United States?

In the beginning, he answered me now
with emphasis, he had done just this—had
tried to ask for understanding. But how
was he to hope to reach the people of the
United States, he asked, when between him
and the American people was the American
press? He spoke with a hopelessness con-
spicuously sincere. I persisted: it was not
impossible to communicate with the Amer-
ican people. Must he not continue to try to
make himself clear—thinking always, when
he spoke, of those Americans who could
understand him? He had gone on trying
for a long time, he said. I asked, must he
not keep on trying still? He looked at me
then and shrugged his shoulders forward
eloguently, “You would like me to be like
Christ,” he said. I answered: “I would like
you to be like Gandhi in his conversations
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with the British." '“The people of Cuba are
like Gandhi,” he answered quickly.

I had referred once more to his funeral
speech, when he suddenly put his hand on
my arm again: “Don't you see? It is not to
the United States that I am talking. I am
talking to the people of Cuba.” He spoke
now at length and with feeling: “Don't you
understand? I have to build up in the
Cuban people a national conscience. I have
to teach them what their true situation is.
I have to make them aware of what lies be-
fore them, to be done and to be suffered.
How did George Washington have to speak
to his soldiers at Valley Forge?"”

He was elaborating upon this theme when
two NBC men, who had found their way
through the crowd, asked him if he would
grant them a televised interview the next
day. He tried at first to decline; he was ter-
ribly busy; also, he spoke awkward English,
and he might not say things well. I asked
whether there couldn’t be a chance for him
to see the interview played back first, before
approving it. Impossible, the reporter said,
shortly. Castro turned to me suddenly now
and patted me on the shoulder: “She’s a
good girl. She advises me not to get angry.”

The newsmen then, pencils in hand, be-
gan to ask some of their own questions. The
revolution, Castro tried to explain, was not
really against the interests of the American
people. It was true that a very small group
of them would lose something. “We can't
help this,” he said. “You had a revolution
once. There were changes, weren't there?
And didn’t the British lose something?”
“We're reporters,” said the NBC man.
“We're here to ask you questions.” Castro
looked surprised. But he went on: The revo-
lution was hurting the interests of a small
group of monopolists. “Are you against
monopolists?”’ asked the newsman quickly.
“I'm not against!” Castro cried, with a help-
less emphatic gesture; “I am for the Cuban
people.” (I noted that this outcry was
omitted from the account of the interview
in next morning’s Havana Post, an English-
speaking publication there.) “We are in
favor of the Cuban people. We are against
those who are not,” he was simply reported
as saying. Nor was there any account of
what had been, for me, the heart of his self-

anation: His comparison of his own role
to that of Washington at Valley Forge.

I came to believe that afternoon that
Castro's words are not really weighed in
terms of a reaction to them in the United
States. I came to realize also that his very
lack of diplomacy in speech, so disastrous
where the relations between our two coun-
tries were concerned, had for his Cuban
audience a special value. “Would you want
him to be a hypocrite?” people had been
asking me all these days. Batista had in-
deed been a “good politician,'" quite able to
keep his mouth shut when it was diplomatic
to do so. With Castro, Cubans feel secure
in the knowledge that whatever comes into
his head, he will say. When this leads to
some exaggeration, they make allowances:
“Remember, he is young.” The point is: He
is not trying to keep anything back from
them. They feel that they share, for the
first time, in what is going on. An edge of
pride is no doubt involved, too. As the
French wife of an exiled Haitian newsman
sald, with delight: “They have had to speak
carefully for so long. This is an important
moment for them.”

THE PRESIDENT'S TRIP TO THE FAR
EAST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

previous order of the House, the gentle-

woman from Massachusetts [Mrs.
RoGERs] is recognized for 30 minutes.
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I have in my hand a picture
that appeared in the Washington Post
of President Eisenhower saying goodby
to his little grandson at a Washington
airport. In the picture are Secretary
of State Christian A. Herter, Homer
Gruenther, assistant to the President,
Mary Jean and Barbara Ann Eisenhower,
granddaughters of the President, Vice
President Richard M. Nixon, and Mrs.
Herter, wife of the Secretary of State.

You see it is a very moving picture.
You can just see him saying goodby
and telling his grandson to be a good
soldier. That, of course, is what the
President was when he started off on
his extremely dangerous trip to foreign
countries where there are inhospitable
groups with vicious threats against him
awaiting him. I know he was telling
David to be brave and a good soldier, be-
cause that is what he has been always.
He told his little grandson he would then
be acting as the head of the family, since
his mother and father, Colonel Eisen-
hower, the President's son, were going
with the President.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to read a
letter addressed to the President by the
American Legion Auxiliary, department
of Massachusetts. It reads as follows:

AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY,

DEPARTMENT OF MASSACHUSETTS, INC.,

Boston, Mass, June 7, 1960.
Hon. DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,
President of the United States,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear MR. PRESIDENT: At the 41st an-
nual department convention of the Massa-
chusetts American Legion Auxiliary held at
New Ocean House, Swampscott, on June 3,
it was unanimously voted to adopt the fol-
lowing resolution:

“Whereas the dignity, patience, and
understanding of President Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, during and subsequent to the ill-
fated summit conference, has impressed us
with his sincere desire for a just and lasting
peace; and

“Whereas he has been subjected to indig-
nity uncalled for in his position as President
of the United States of America: Be it

“Resolved, That we express to the Presi-
dent our faith in his eflorts and our admi-
ration of his report to the Nation.”

May we assure you of the love and devo-
tion of 25,000 members of the Massachusetts
department during the trying days you spent
in Paris and may you be given the health
and strength under God's guidance to meet
the grave responsibilities which lie ahead.

Cordially yours,
ApELATDE L. FITZGERALD,
Secretary-Treasurer.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very fine reso-
lution. It is entirely nonpartisan, and
there are probably more Democrats than
Republicans. I rejoice in this resolu-
tion, Mr. Speaker, but I deplore that
there are those today in this country who
criticize the President of the United
States. It is terribly belittling of them,
instead of resenting with all their being
the attacks by Khrushchev on the Pres-
ident of the United States, Gen. Dwight
D. Eisenhower. He is our symbol of our
country—he is our President. And in in-
sulting him they insult the United States.
No red-blooded, strong, loyal American, I
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think, can criticize the President or find
excuses for Khrushchev. There is no
redblooded, strong, loyal American who
should not stand up for the integrity and
honor and respect due to the United
States of America.

REPORTING EXPENSES BY HOUSE
MEMBERS

Mr. CURTIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTis] may extend
his remarks in the body of the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. LipscoMe], a mem-
ber of the House Administration Com-
mittee, and a public accountant, intro-
duced a bill relating to the reporting by
Members of the House of Representatives
of expenditures from the contingent fund
of the House of Representatives, and of
expenditures of counterpart funds by
Members of Congress.

The bill deals with an area where we
have long needed reform. Iam today in-
troducing an identical bill to that of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Lips-
come], and I trust the House will move
rapidly ahead to tighten up in this area.

LITHUANIANS AND THEIR
FATE IN 1940

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
body of the Recorp and include extra-
neous matter.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the
Lithuanian people have had more than
their share of misfortune and misery in
their modern history, but the fate that
was theirs in June of 1940 proved to be
truly tragic. These robust and stout-
hearted fighters for freedom had suf-
fered under the oppressive Czarist regime
of Russia for more than 100 years, and
had regained their independence at the
end of the First World War. Thence-
forth, for about two decades, they were
happy in their homeland, and in that
relatively short time they had made
Lithuania a model democracy in north-
eastern Europe. On the eve of the last
war helpless Lithuanians were in a pre-
carious position; they were not strong
enough to defend themselves against
their arch enemy, the Soviet regime.
Soon after the outbreak of the war,
Lithuania was attacked, overrun, and
occupied by the Red army, and then the
country became part of the Soviet Union.
In attaining their goal, Soviet authori-
ties resorted to some outrageous and in-
human methods. They deported all
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able-bodied men whom they suspected
of opposing Communist dictatorship and
enslaved the rest of the population.
Even now it is impossible to say how
many hundreds of thousands were up-
rooted from their native Lithuania and,
in a mass deportation unprecedented in
modern history, were driven to distant
parts of the Soviet Union. On this day,
20 years after their deportation, we com-
memorate that day as one of misfortune
and pray for those who died in some
desolate part of the Soviet Union.

THE HONORABLE MRS. GRACIE
PFOST

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to congratulate the
gentlewoman from Idaho [Mrs. ProsTl
on her overwhelming renomination to
the Congress of the United States. She
is a great and able Member of the Con-
gress and a very loyal friend and loyal
American. She is always very fair to
Members on the Republican side as well
as Members on the Democratic side. She
sincerely wants to be helpful and just.

I know we in Massachusetts are deep-
ly grateful to her. She has aided us in
the passage of meritorious legislation in
Massachusetts and in my own congres-
sional district. She does this for both
sides of the aisle, regardless of party,
because she is dedicated to the proper
development of this great country of
ours. She is a great stateswoman and a
great American. The Democrats can bhe
extremely proud of her; I know I am, as
a Republican. She is fortunate to have
a fine husband who has great pride in
her achievements and is constantly by
her side, helping her in every possible
way. I hope the citizens of Idaho ap-
preciate her many talents, and her fair-
ness in the great legislative job she is
doing in the Congress.

Mrs. PFOST. I certainly thank the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts [Mrs.
Rocers]. Those kind words coming from
our dean of the women in the House of
Representatives mean much to me.
She has been a Member of this distin-
guished body for more than 35 years.
She has served the people of her district
faithfully and well. We, who know her,
love her. I am gratified to be the re-
cipient of her generous remarks.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mrs, GREEN of
Oregon (at the request of Mr. ULLMaN)
fﬁ; today, June 15, 1960, on account of
ess.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
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tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to Mr.
Muorter, for 10 minutes, on tomorrow.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorb, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

(At the request of Mr, CurTIN the fol-
lowing Members were granted permis-
sion to extend their remarks and include
extraneous matter in the ReEcorp:)

Mr. CANFIELD.

Mr. DOOLEY.

(At the request of Mrs. Prost and to
include extraneous matter the follow-
ing:)

Mr. ALFORD.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker.

H.R. 10000. An act to amend further cer-
taln provisions of the District of Columbia
tax laws relating to overpayments and re-
funds of taxes erroneously collected;

H.R. 10183. An ac* to amend the Fire and
Casualty Act regulating the business of fire,
marine, and casualty insurance in the Dis-
trict of Columbia;

HR. 10684. An act to amend sections 1
and 5b of the Life Insurance Act for the
District of Columbia; and

H.R. 10761. An act to provide for the rep-
resentation of indigents in judiclal proceed-
ings in the District of Columbia.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following
titles:

S.1185. An act to provide for the pres-
ervation of historical and archeological data
(including relics and specimens) which
might otherwise be lost as the result of the
construction of & dam;

8. 1358. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to provide a headquarters
site for Mount Rainier Natlonal Park in
the general vicinity of Ashford, Washington,
and for other purposes;

8.1802. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interlor to construct, operate, and
maintain the Norman project, Oklahoma,
and for other purposes;

5.2327. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to provide for the better registra-
tion of births in the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes”;

8.2954. An act to exempt from the Dis-
trict of Columbia income tax compensation
paid to alien employees by certain interna-
national organization;

5. 2439. An act to authorize certain teach-
ers in the public schools of the District of
Columbia to count as creditable service for
retirement purposes certain periods of
authorized leave without pay taken by such
teachers for educational purposes; and

S5.J.Res. 42, Joint resolution to establish
an objective for coordinating the develop-
ment of the District of Columbia with the
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development of other areas in the Washing-
ton metropolitan region and the policy to
be followed in the attalnment thereof, and
for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. PFOST. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 41 min-
utes p.m.) the House adjourned until
tomorrow, Thursday, June 16, 1960, at
12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
%he Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
OwWs:

2266. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the review of Atomic Energy Com-
mission (AEC) negotiated fixed-price con-
tract AT(05-1)-36 with the Union Carbide
Nuclear Co. (Carbide), Uravan, Colo., for the
procurement of uranium concentrates, De-
cember 1959; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

2267. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S.
Department of Justice, relative to furnish-
ing reports of additional facts in numerous
cases involving the provisions of section 13
of the act of September 11, 1957; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

2268. A letter from the President of the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to authorize the
Board of Parole of the District of Columbia
to discharge a parolee from supervision prior
to the expiration of the maximum term or
terms for which he was sentenced”; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

2269. A letter from the President of the
Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to provide for the
establishment of a juvenile division within
or in connection with the District of Colum-
bia Youth Correctional Center, and to au-
thorize the judge of the juvenile court of the
District of Columbla to commit to such
juvenile division, subject to the provisions
of the Juvenile Court Act, children 15 years
of age or older”; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the
Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar, as follows:

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. H.R. 12483. A bill to
amend section 801 of the act entitled “An
act to establish a code of law for the District
of Columbisa,” approved March 3, 1901; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1874). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on
the Judiciary. H.R, 12552. A bill to provide
for the appointment of additional circuit and
district judges, and for other purposes; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1875). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. H.R. §600. A bill to authorize
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and direct the transfer of certain personal
property to State and county agencies en-
gaged in cooperative agricultural extension
work; without amendment (Rept. No. 1876).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. WILLIAMS: Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce. H.R. 7593. A bill
to amend sections 101 and 401(e) of the
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 so as to author-
ize the Clivil Aeronautics Board to include in
certificates of public convenience and neces-
sity limitations on the type and extent of
service authorized, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1877). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. H.R. 11499, A bill to amend
the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949, as amended, so as to
authorize the use of surplus personal prop-
erty by State distribution agencies, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1878). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. HR. 12273. A bill to amend
section T of the Administrative Expenses
Act of 1946, as amended, to provide for the
payment of travel and transportation cost
for persons selected for appointment to cer-
tain positions in the United States, and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
1879). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Government
Operations. H.R. 12604. A bill to amend
the “antikickback statute” to extend it to
all negotiated contracts; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1880). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LANE: Conmmittee on the Judiciary.
HR. 9079. A bill for the relief of William
Radkovich Co., Inc.; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1869). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 11486. A bill for the relief of Richard
J. Power; without amendment (Rept. No.
1870). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 4981. A Dbill for the relief of Mina and
Henek Sznaider; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1871). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 9960. A bill for the relief of Dr. Tze 1.
Chiang; with amendment (Rept. No. 1872).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. SMITH of California: Committee on
the Judiciary. H.R. 10376. A bill for the
relief of Adolf B. Jochnick; without amend-~
ment (Rept. No. 1873). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
Senate Concurrent Resolution 103. Concur-
rent resolution favoring the suspension of
deportation in the cases of certain aliens;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1881). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of California: Committee on
the Judiciary. H.R. 8042, A bill for the
relief of Anna Semechole Marcolina; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1882). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R. 12653. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Court of Veterans’
Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdiction and
functions; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

By Mr. ALGER:

H.R. 12654. A bill relating to the reporting
by Members of the House of Representatives
of expenditures from the contingent fund
of the House of Representatives and of ex-
penditures of counterpart funds by Members
of Congress; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. BRADEMAS:

H.R. 12655. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to repeal the manufac-
turers excise tax on musical instruments; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri:

H.R.126566. A bill relating to the report-
ing by Members of the House of Representa-
tives of expenditures from the contingent
fund of the House of Representatives and
of expenditures of counterpart funds by
Members of Congress; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. DEVINE:

H.R.126567. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to establish a Court of
Veterans' Appeals and to prescribe its juris-
diction and functions; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. FLYNN:

H.R.12658. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to strengthen inde-
pendent competitive enterprise by providing
for fair competitive acts, practices, and
methods of competition, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. IKARD:

H.R. 12659. A bill to suspend for a tem-
porary period the import duty on heptanoie
acid; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. 12660. A bill relating to the applica-
tion of the excise tax on club dues to
amounts paid for certain capital improve-
ments; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

H.R.12661. A bill to provide for judicial
review of administrative findings of the Sec-
retary of Labor under title III of the Social
Security Act, as amended, and chapter 23
(Federal Unemployment Tax Act) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. EARTH:

H.R.12662. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act so as to prohibit any
person, partnership, or corporation from
disseminating advertisements falsely rep-
resenting the prices at which commodities
are offered for sale to be the wholesale
prices of such commodities; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. LESINSEI:

H.R.12663. A bill to preserve the rates of
basic salary of postal field service employees
in certain cases involving reductions in salary
standing, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma:

H.R.12664. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Waurika reclamation project,
Oklahoms; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. QUIGLEY:

H.R.12665. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Court of Veterans'
Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdiction and
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functions; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.
By Mr. SAYLOR:

HR. 12666. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to establish a Court of Veterans’
Appeals and to prescribe its jurisdiction and
functions; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. WOLF:

H.R.12667. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to strengthen inde-
pendent competitive enterprise by providing
for fair competitive acts, practices, and
methods of competition, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

H.R. 12668. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Alley Dwelling Act by adding cer-
tain requirements with respect to low-rent
housing projects in the southeast quadrant
of the District of Columbia; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. FLYNN:

HR. 12669. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to establish a Court of
Veterans' Appeals and to prescribe its juris-
diction and functions; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. GUBSER:

H.R. 12670. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare to
enter into agreements with each of the
States, Commonwealths, territories, and the
Distriet of Columbia to provide for a private,
voluntary medical care insurance program
for certain persons over the age of 65, and
to authorize payments by the Secretary to
States to cover part of the costs of such
insurance; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HERLONG:

HR. 12671. A bill to change the defini-
tion of a nonqualified corporation, with re-
spect to the allowance of B-year carryovers
of operations losses in computing the in-
come taxes of new life insurance companies;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAIRD:

H.R. 12672. A bill relating to the reporting
by Members of the House of Representatives
of expenditures from the contingent fund of
the House of Representatives and of expendi-
tures of counterpart funds by Members of
Congress; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Mr. CLEM MILLER:

HR. 12673. A bill to amend section 8(e)
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933,
as amended, and as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, as amended, so as to provide
for the extension of the restrictions on im-
ported commodities imposed by such section
to imported wines; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. HAGEN:

H.R. 12674. A bill to require full disclosure
of expenditures of Government and counter-
part funds by Members of Congress travel-
ing in oversea areas, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. MITCHELL:

HR. 12675. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to establish a Court of
Veterans' Appeals and to prescribe its juris-
diction and functions; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R.12676. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to strengthen inde-
pendent competitive enterprise by providing
for fair competitive acts, practices, and
methods of competition, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

H.R.12677. A bill to amend the Fair Labor

Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to provide
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coverage for employees of large enterprises
engaged In retail trade or service and of
other employers engaged In activities affect-
ing commerce, to increase the minimum wage
under the Act of $1.25 an hour, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

e ——

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were ‘ntroduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLLIER:

H.R.12678. A bill for the relief of Kazi-
miera Marek; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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By Mr. DEVINE:

H.R. 12679. A bill for the rellef of George
Sauter also known as Georgols Makkas; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FOGARTY:

H.R. 12680. A bill for the relief of Arthur

N. Baril; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HIESTAND:

HR. 12681. A bill for the relief of Manfull
Dairy Farm, Inc.; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HOLTZMAN:

HR. 12682. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. Stavros N. Nicolopoulos; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R. 12683. A bill for the relief of Mr. Earl

H. Pendell; to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXITI, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

404, By Mr. MONAGAN: Petition of Con-
necticut Chiefs of Police Association In sup-
port of the Eeating-Celler bill with regard
to admissible wiretap evidence; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

495, By Mr. STRATTON: Petition of 203
citizens of the 32d Congressional District of
New York urging speedy enactment of HR.
4700, the so-called Forand bill, providing
health insurance and other benefits for per-
sons eligible under the old age and survivors
insurance benefit program; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Federal Employees’ Pay Increase
Legislation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
orF

HON. EDWIN B. DOOLEY

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, June 15, 1960

Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. Speaker, I mani-
fested my support of the Federal em-
ployees’ pay increase legislation by sign-
ing the discharge petition some time ago.
While I do not favor the discharge peti-
tion method of operation in the Con-
gress, I think the situation was urgent
enough in this case to warrant this pro-
cedure.

My interest in the legislation was
motivated largely by reason of the fact
that the postal workers in my area, at
all levels, are receiving inadequate com-
pensation for the job they do, particu-
larly in the light of today’s high cost of
living and the depreciated value of the
dollar.

The postal workers are among the
most loyal of our Government employ-
ees. They perform arduous and trying
tasks with great patience and skill.
They are devoted to their jobs and to the
Government which they serve. It is in-
cumbent upon that Government, our
Government, to see to it that they are
properly compensated so that their fam-
ilies can live in reasonable comfort and
not have to be harassed by the vexations
of penury.

I know of cases where postal workers
are working at two jobs in order to keep
their households together, feed their
families, and educate their children.

Fine men though they are, they are
limited in their opportunities for finan-
cial growth because of the peculiar na-
ture of their field of activity. The postal
workers' one source of relief is in the
hands of the Congress.

I am delighted that the motion to re-
commit was overwhelmingly defeated by
a vote of 324 to 94 and that the motion
to pass the measure finally was carried
by such a convincing margin.

I would have voted for a 9-percent in-
crease, but the Post Office committee

thought it more equitable to reduce the
amount to 7% percent across the board.

Not only postal workers but all Federal
employees will benefit by this measure
if it becomes a law, and my feeling is
that that is as it should be. Federal
workers should be compensated at a rate
comparable to that in private industry.

Mr. Jozsef Kovago

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GORDON CANFIELD

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REFPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, June 15, 1960

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I had
the privilege and pleasure of meeting Mr.
Jozsef Kovago when he came to my dis-
trict to speak under the auspices of Cru-
sade for Freedom last month. Twice the
freely elected mayor of Budapest, Mr.
Kovago deeply impressed me and all
those who were privileged to see and hear
him

I understand that this longtime fighter
for democracy, who now resides in Wil-
mington, Del., will address the Federation
of Women'’s Clubs tomorrow in the
Sheraton Park Hotel here.

From my experience at Camp Kilmer
in 1957 when the Hungarian refugees
came to our shores, I know and will never
forget the suffering they endured and the
depth of their dedication to democracy.
Mr. Eovago was a leader of these people.
Last year he wrote a moving book about
his struggles called “You Are All Alone.”

That book recounts the story of Hun-
gary from 1950 through the noble revolu-
tion of 1956, and it is at the same time
the personal biography of Mr. Kovago.
For more than 6 years this patriot suf-
fered the agonies of imprisonment by the
Communists—and he did not break. Re-
leased just before the outbreak of the
revolution, he again placed himself in
danger by working for the establishment
of a multiparty system, On November 1,
1956, he was elected mayor of Budapest—
the second time he had held the office—
and 4 days later Soviet tanks rolled into
Budapest and the revolution was erushed.

With his wife and daughter, Mr. Kovago
escaped to Austria.

In the years that have followed Mr,
Kovago has become a leading spokesman
for Hungary’s case. He has told an elo-
quent story of his shackled, freedom-
loving country in his book, in the United
States and Europe, and before the United
Nations,

One Hundred and Twenty-fourth Anni-
versary of the Admission of Arkansas

Into the Union

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. DALE ALFORD

OF ARKANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, June 15, 1960

Mr. ALFORD. Mr. Speaker, today
marks the 124th anniversary of the ad-
mission of Arkansas into the Union. On
June 15, 1836, Arkansas became the 25th
State. It is fitting indeed that we should
pause and recognize this anniversary, for
Arkansas has indeed been hailed as one
of the outstanding States of this country.

Rich in heritage, Arkansas was first
visited by the early European explorers
in 1541 when Hernando de Soto crossed
the Mississippi River and entered the
Arkansas country. This early expedition
occurred appoximately a half century
after America was first visited by Ceo-
lumbus.

Other explorers who followed de Soto
were Jacques Marguette and Louis Joliet.
Then on April 9, 1682, Robert Caveleir,
Sieur de la Salle claimed all the land
drained by the Mississippi River for
France. Henri de Tonti established Ar-
kansas Post in 1686 and this became the
oldest permanent white settlement west
of the Mississippi. De Tonti has often
been called the Father of Arkansas.

After Arkansas was admitted to the
Union 124 years ago today, the State gov-
ernment was housed in the Old State
House which now stands as one of the
outstanding examples of Old South ante-
bellum architecture. In the Old State
House one finds one of the finest existing
State museums, with a record of the var-
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